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ABSTRACT 
 
Corporate visioning: 
A cross comparison between SME’s in Scotland and Sweden 
 
The business environment of today is characterised as both dynamic and complex, and many 
corporations face fierce competition on all fronts. To deal with strategic planning in this 
businesses environment has become difficult and visioning has been argued to be one 
approach forward. Numerous prescriptive models on how to develop visions have identified 
in the literature, but studies on how corporations actually develop visions are few. This study 
therefore aims to describe the process of how small and medium sized firms develop visions. 
 
This study compares small and medium sized firms in Scotland and Sweden on how they 
developed their visions. The study adopted a survey methodology where 210 firms of 
different sizes were contacted in each country. The response rate was 24,3% in Scotland and 
47,6 % in Sweden.  
 
The main findings of this study are that the process of develop visions was rather divers, some 
firms used short process, whereas in other firms the vision developed over time. In general it 
was an emergent process. The firms used many of techniques and locked at factor found in the 
management literature, but maybe not in the way as prescribed by vision methodologies. In 
general the vision process was leader driven or developed by top management, but in some 
cases it was developed by a wider involvement. Few differences could be found between how 
Scottish and Swedish firms develop their visions, except that the Swedish firms to a higher 
degree had a developed vision. The major finding of this study is that the bigger the firm the 
more likely they are to have developed a vision, used management techniques and had wider 
involvement in the process.     
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 
 
 
This thesis is about the complicated world of corporate visioning. As today’s business 
environment provides challenges to all organisations, a vision for the future has been argued 
to be paramount for their survival (e.g. Lipton 1996, Nanus 1992). However, research on how 
corporations develop these visions is still in its beginning. This study therefore aims to give a 
clearer picture.  
 
The purpose of this introductory chapter is to provide the framework for this study. Therefore, 
this introductory chapter first provides the background of the study, then moves on to the 
concept of vision and the context in which this study has been performed. This background 
leads in to the aim of the research and to the specific research question. As a guiding link-tool, 
the dissertation value chain is after that presented. It will help the reader to locate him/herself 
in the thesis and see how the research question relates to the specific chapter. The 
introductory chapter ends with a structural presentation of the study. 
 
1.1. Background 
 
The business environment of today is characterised as both complex and dynamic with 
changes from all fronts, such as technological revolutions, environmental constraints, global 
economic and political power struggles. Along with cultural changes on both the micro and 
macro level, the organisations facing fierce competition from other surrounding corporations, 
as they too are fighting for customers. Furthermore, technology development has turned 
competition into hyper-competition as new processes are invented to lower costs and increase 
quality, as well as more products are brought to the marketplace. Against this background 
organisations need to be able to adopt appropriate ways to steer into the future.    
 
To deal with strategic planning in an ever-changing environment has become more difficult 
than ever (Shipley 2000). New techniques have been developed to deal with the future when 
older forecasting techniques (in the form of mathematical extrapolations) failed to give 
guidance. Shipley (2000) argues that the concept of vision developed in response to this 
uncertainty.  
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The concept of vision is argued to give a direction while maintaining flexibility. Compared 
with the old planning approach, the idea of a vision is therefore assumed to be more suitable 
for the ‘new times’ than the old planning approach. Vision works by expressing the ‘end’ as a 
state in the future while it leaves the means, (i.e. the actual or specific strategies) open. These 
would then be adopted as suitable according to the present situation, while the end, the vision, 
stays stable over a long period of time. The long-term function of a vision does however raise 
a question about the stability and the ‘rightness’ of the vision over long periods of time. This 
means that the vision needs to be appropriate according to the environment the organisation or 
company is facing. The vision needs to reflect the future demand; otherwise it could lead to 
disasters as the vision becomes obsolete. This could be emphasised by the example of Ford in 
the early 1930s where the company’s concept of a cheap standardised version of a car did not 
reflect the consumer needs of various different kinds of taste any longer. They therefore lost 
market share to General Motors which was faster to recognise these new demands and 
potential market satisfactions (Drucker, 1973). Thus, the executives and people inside the 
organisation need to lift their perspective into the future by trying to look ahead instead of 
focusing on short-time solutions.  As Hamel and Prahalad (1994, 1989) have argued, many 
western international companies spend too little time on visioning, debating and describing 
the future.  
 
Internal stakeholders such as employees require much more consideration now than 30 years 
ago. As early as 1973, Drucker stated that the future needed a new set of ways on how to look 
at people resources and ways of going about improving competitiveness.  He states that the 
traditional approach of directing a company is still needed; however, the traditional approach 
is not enough.  Beyond this we will have to learn to view people as a resource and 
opportunity, rather than as a problem, a cost, and a threat.  We will have to learn to lead rather 
than to manage, and to direct rather than control. Even today this is not the case in many 
companies. Gratton (1996) examined what leaders saw as top priority factors to be able to 
survive in the year 2000, and they emphasised, issues such as: the importance of 
decentralising power and establishing flatter, horizontal team-based structures, the need to 
create and facilitate horizontal working at cross-national, cross-business level, the creation of 
a learning environment underpinned by excellent channels of communication, the ability to 
encourage and manage high performance, and processes to recruit, train and develop the talent 
needed. It has become increasingly clear that people inside the organisations can be a major 
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sustainable competitive advantage, and the human assets become more apparent as such, 
especially when considering the long-term. However, the reality for many executives is that 
strategy creation means a short term operating plan with financial targets and performance 
standards. It does not concern vision and future scenarios; it does not consider people and 
core competencies. (Gratton, 1996, pg 94, 290, 303) 
 
As organisations get flatter, more diverse, more flexible, more globalised, and more 
networked the old authority obedience systems of relations with hierarchical control as the 
main way to direct organisational behaviour is outdated. Modern leadership is about 
empowering others, discretion, authority and responsibility that is pushed down and 
throughout the organisation (Meindl, 1998). The challenge for organisations is to handle this 
demanding new way of co-ordinating and guidance is more eminent than ever.  It is against 
this background that vision is recognised as a way of controlling and directing flexible and 
adaptable companies.  
 
1.2. The vision concept 
 
Academics and practitioners have noted that vision is important for companies and 
organisations (Gratton, 1996). The concept of vision and visioning has been addressed in 
various different categories of literature. It has been mentioned in strategic management, 
management of change, human resource management, and the leadership literature. However, 
the concept has been received with some scepticism. Senge (1990:231) observes that:  
 
“Many leaders have jumped on the vision bandwagon.  They developed 
corporate vision and mission statements.  They worked to enrol everyone in the 
vision, yet the expected surges in productivity and competitiveness often failed 
to arrive.  This led many to become disaffected with vision and visioning.  The 
fad cycle has run it’s course, and the ‘baby’ is about to be thrown out with the 
bathwater.”  
   
One problem is that the concept of vision seems to have no clear definition. As Collins and 
Porras (1998) noticed, ‘the vision’ has been tossed around by so many people, and used in so 
many different ways that it has created more confusion than clarification. Some view vision as 
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having a crystal ball, or a picture of the future market place. Others view vision in terms of 
technology or product vision, such as the Macintosh computer. Still others emphasise a vision 
of organisational values, purpose, mission, goals or image of an idealised workplace. 
However, independent of its definitions, authors claim that a vision brings advantages to 
corporations, for example through increased profitability, market share (Collin and Porras, 
1998), and a clearer direction and guidance inside corporations (O’Brien and Meadows, 2000, 
2001).   
 
Most of the articles written about vision and visioning were written in the early 1990s (see 
literature summary table at the end of chapter 2). However, although a variety of articles have 
been written about ‘vision’ there is little empirical evidence investigating what a vision does, 
what it is and how it is developed. The articles published, are with a few exceptions of a 
prescriptive nature. Practitioners are prescribed with instructions on how to develop a vision 
for their company (see literature summary table at the end of chapter 2). They generally 
describe a definition, provide a framework or methodology on how to develop a vision, and 
give some examples or ideas of what to think about regarding implementation. Both their 
definition and their methodology differ and few provide any insight into the results that were 
achieved after the implementation of their methodology.  
 
1.3. Vision in an international and SME context 
 
The literature on the development of vision as previously argued is mostly of a prescriptive 
character although it is often mentioned as a core element in the strategy process in the 
management literature (see e.g. Thompson and Strickland, 1998). As authors and practitioners 
who are critical of the management literature have frequently noted, writings on and research 
in organisations is often limited to the study of big firms in US or UK settings. Although in its 
youth, the literature on vision is no exception. A number of descriptive studies are of note, for 
example, Collins and Porras (1998) where they investigated 11 big visionary companies in the 
US. A second example is O’Brian and Meadows (2000) study where they conducted a survey 
of big firms in the UK. Mintzberg et al., (1995) argued that it is especially the small 
entrepreneurial firms that are visionary. The small firms do differ from big ones in many 
aspects, which may influence the use of visions and how they are developed. For example, 
they tend to have concentrated ownership and close links with the executive management, 
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flatter organisation, shorter decision routes, less customers and may have a less ‘professional’ 
management (Nutek, 1994). According to Aronsson (1991), have entrepreneurs desire for 
independence and the possibility of developing their own ideas first and foremost. Economic 
motives are only secondary. This may indicate that they, as Mintzberg et al., (1995) have 
argued, are more inclined to use vision as a driving force. Smaller firms have also less need 
for coordination mechanisms as the leader may have a direct control if the organisation is 
small, however as the firm grows in size the need for coordination and structure increases. 
When the number of employees reaches around 100 it gets particular noticeable (Storey, 
1994). Following on from this, it would be interesting to examine whether vision development 
varies depending on the size of the firm. There are different categorisations of firm sizes but 
according to Nutek (1994) and Storey (1994) tends EU (European Union) tends to apply the 
following:  
- Micro-enterprise: 0-9 employees  
- Small-enterprise: 10-99 employees (may be divided into 10-49 and 50-99) 
- Medium-sized enterprise: 100-499 employees (may be divided into 100-199 and 200-499) 
- Large enterprise: more than 500 employees 
 
In light of the previous discussion, it would be interesting to use these categories of SMEs and 
to compare firms of micro, small and medium sizes and to investigate if there are differences 
to be found when it comes to use of visions and how these are developed, especially since 
there is a significant gap in the literature.  
 
The literature on vision is often accompanied with arguments regarding coherent and strong 
cultures. It is argued that vision creates a consensus about the company’s path into the future. 
The vision, it has been argued (see e.g. Collin and Porras, 1998) can be used to improve 
coordination, and as a way to be coherent for a decentralised, flat organisation. According to 
David (1989) is it important for employees to participate in the process to be motivated by it. 
Senge (1990:208) for example, argues that a shared vision "is the first step in allowing people 
who mistrusted each other to begin to work together. It creates a common identity". 
According to Hofstede’s (1980, 1991) study, some nationalities are more consultative and  
coherence- seeking than other. For example, the Japanese and Swedes (also Scandinavians) 
are more consultative and coherence-seeking compared to US and UK managers (see also 
Hickson and Pugh, 1995). For example, Lawrence and Spybey (1986) argue that Swedish 
mangers are less aggressive, less individualistic, more conflict avoiding and do not have the 
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same class system compared to the British. Furthermore, according to Gustavsson (1995: 153) 
the ‘Scandinavian management style’ has been “described as equality in terms of small 
distances between leaders and led, informality in relations, and open and straightforward 
communication, together with a focus on managing through values and visions”. From this it 
would be interesting to do an international comparison between two countries with 
differences concerning consensus orientation and differences in hierarchal structure to see if 
there are differences to be found when it comes to use of visions and how these are 
developed.  
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1.4. The objectives of the study 
 
From the previous sections it has been argued that vision as a concept may be important for 
organisations to be able to tackle a complex and dynamic environment (e.g. Lipton 1996, 
Nanus 1992). Academics and practitioners have been quick to provide organisations with 
prescriptive models on how to develop visions (e.g. Winch 1993, Nanus 1992, Quigley 1993, 
Stewart 1993), however descriptive research about visions and how they come into being is 
still in its infancy (if companies have visions at all?).    
 
The aim of this study is to describe the process of how SME’s develop their visions. 
 
1.5. Development of the research question 
 
The literature on vision is mostly of a prescriptive nature as various models have been produced 
on how to go about to develop visions (e.g. Winch 1993, Nanus 1992, Quigley 1993, Stewart 
1993) [and similar concepts such as mission (e.g. Pearce 1982, Campbell and Yeung 1991)]. As 
the literature is rather shallow and prescriptive, with a ‘how to’ format, an interesting question 
would be, how this ‘theory’ fit with common practice. The opportunities that arise will therefore 
be to inform theory on how well these prescriptive models fit real data in the form of SMEs in 
Scotland and Sweden. This understanding could then be used to develop and improve the 
knowledge and theory on vision and visioning. This study therefore follows a deductive 
approach (see methodology chapter on deductive – inductive research) as the theory or 
propositions are verified against reality. The research question is therefore: 
 
RQ: How do SMEs develop their visions? 
 
In order to operationalise this research question, several sub questions are suggested: SQ1 
How do SMEs define their visions? SQ2 Why do they develop or have a vision? SQ3 In what 
context did they develop their visions? SQ4 Where and by whom is the vision developed? 
SQ5a  What kind of process and techniques were/are used in the development of the vision? 
SQ5b What internal and external factors do they consider? SQ6 What differences could be 
found between Scottish and Swedish SMEs and of firms of different sizes?  
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1.6. Links between research sub-questions, literature, questionnaire 
questions and the results 
 
The table below shows the link between the research questions, questionnaire questions and 
the results from the study. The questionnaire questions arise from the literature on each 
research question and are then analysed in the results chapter, thus each research question and 
line of inquiry can be followed as it is threaded throughout the thesis. 
 
 
Table 1.1. Links between research question, literature, questionnaire questions and the results 
 
SQ (Research sub-questions) Literature part(s) 
Questionnaire 
question(s) Result part(s) 
1. How do SMEs define their visions? 
 2.1 Terminology 7-19   4.1 
2. Why do they develop or have a vision, anyway? 
 2.2 The function 
of vision 41-42   4.2 
3. In what context did they develop their visions? 
 2.3 When is the 
vision developed   20-23  4.3 
4. Where and by whom is the vision developed? 
 2.4 Where is it 
developed? 2.5  
Who develops 
the vision?  24,33/34-39  4.4 
5 a. What kind of process and techniques were/are 
used in the development of the vision? 
2.5 The 
development 
process   24-29,32  4.5 
5 b. What internal and external factors do they 
consider? 
 2.5 The 
development 
process   31,32  4.5 
6. What differences could be found between Scottish 
and Swedish SMEs?  
 
 
Overlapping 
all sections 
Overlapping 
all sections 
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1.7. Dissertation value chain 
 
This thesis can be viewed as a series of parts representing a value chain (see Exhibit 1.1. 
below), where each part contributes in its own way to answering the research question. 
Chapter 1 establishes the framework of the study, presents the purpose, research question and 
the structure of the study. Chapter 2 addresses the research question (and sub-questions) by 
describing aspects of what has been written by others on the concept of corporate visioning. 
In chapter 3 the research logic and strategy are presented to inform the reader on how the 
research question (and sub-questions) has been addressed in an empirical way. The analysed 
data from the empirical study are then presented in chapter 4 as to inform the research 
question on how SMEs in real life develop their visions. In chapter 5 the research question are 
being addressed in a way that compares and contrasts what the literature contra the empirical 
data has contributed. The ways the following chapters address the research question are 
represented in the long rectangle in the value chain (see Exhibit 1.1. below). The present 
chapter is also marked in dark grey, while the covered chapters are light grey.  
 
 
Exhibit 1.1. Dissertation value chain 
 
 
The RQ is addressed by setting up the framework of this study as well as 
providing the structure. 
dfdfgdf Chapter 5 
Discussion and 
conclusion 
- The discussion 
of the research 
Chapter 4 
The results 
- The analysis of 
the empirical 
research 
Chapter 1 
Introduction 
- The introduction         
to the study 
Chapter 2 
The concepts 
of vision 
- The review of 
the literature 
Chapter 3 
Methodology 
- The strategy 
and process of 
the reseach  
Research 
output 
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1.8. Structure of the study 
 
To help the reader, figure 1.1 (on the following page) shows a graphical presentation of the 
structure of this thesis. In the preceding part of the introductory chapter the background for 
this study and an introduction into the concept of vision are provided. This led into the 
objectives and the research question (and sub-questions). The sub-questions are in table 1.1, 
linked with different parts of the vision literature provided in Chapter 2. This is followed by a 
visual description or model of the research. The theoretical part begins in Chapter 2 with the 
’jungle of terminology‘ whereas; here, both the concept and definition of vision and visioning 
are investigated. To examine those definitions a survey of the literature of vision and 
visioning in accordance with the purpose and research-question(s) of the work are build up. 
This chapter later goes into the function of vision where the impact of vision and visioning 
inside organisations are explored. Later the time when visioning occurs in companies, where, 
and by whom is examined.  At the end of this chapter the theoretical ground leads into the 
process and methodologies used from a theoretical point of view in the development of vision 
visioning. The next chapter, Chapter 3, deals with the research design in an attempt to 
operationalise the concepts and position them into the context of this study.  The design of the 
survey and the questionnaire is discussed, along with important issues the study is trying to 
explore. After delivering the theoretical groundwork and providing methodologies to 
operationalise the study, the results from the survey are present in Chapter 4.  The results are 
then discussed and the study leads to its conclusion in Chapter 5. This final chapter also 
includes some thoughts on limitations. 
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 1.9. Model over the study 
 
Figure 1.1  Model over the study 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CH. 1 INTRODUCTION 
- Background 
- The vision concept 
- Objectives 
- The research question(s) 
- The structure of the study 
CH. 3 METHODOLOGY 
- A methodological discussion 
- Research strategy and procedure  
 
CH. 4 RESULTS FROM THE SURVEY 
- Definition 
- The function of vision 
- When is the vision developed 
- Where and by who is it developed 
- The development process 
CH. 2 SURVEY OF THE VISION LITERATURE 
- Definition 
- The function of vision 
- When is the vision developed 
- Where and by who is it developed 
- The development process 
CH. 5 DISCUSSION/CONCLUSION 
- Definition 
- The function of vision 
- When is the vision developed 
- Where and by who is it developed 
- The development process 
- Limitations  
- Recommendations 
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CHAPTER 2 – THE CONCEPT OF VISION 
 
 
Exhibit 2.1. Dissertation value chain 
 
The purpose of this chapter is firstly to familiarise the reader with the concept of vision and 
secondly to provide implicit propositions which could deductively be tested in the real world. 
This literature chapter discusses the major issues taken up by the writers on vision and vision 
development, so that the reader gets a picture of the concept of vision. Each part of the literature 
chapter corresponds too a research sub-question in the following way: 
          
2.1. Terminology  - How the SMEs define their vision? 
2.2. The function of vision  - Why do they develop or have a vision? 
2.3. When is a vision developed - In what context did they develop their visions? 
2.4. Responsibilities and involvement - Where is the vision developed? 
                   - Who is involved in the process of developing visions? 
2.5. The development process - How was the vision developed? 
2.6 Summery and Conclusion 
 
Note: The SQ 7 (research sub-question) is not included as a section, due to the fact that such 
considerations have been discussed in the literature up until this date. This is where the 
contribution of the present research project and current thesis can be seen. 
 
 
Chapter 2 addresses the RQ (and SQ) by describing aspects of what has been 
written by other on the concept corporate visioning 
Chapter 5 
Discussion and 
conclusion 
- The discussion 
of the research 
Chapter 4 
The results 
- The analysis of 
the empirical 
research 
Chapter 1 
Introduction 
- The introduction         
to the study 
Chapter 2 
The concepts 
of vision 
- The review of 
the literature 
Chapter 3 
Methodology 
- The strategy 
and process of 
the reseach  
Research 
output 
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2.1. Terminology  
 
The development of the concept of vision 
 
The concept of vision in the context of management has emerged from different kinds of 
literature. The leadership literature for one has emphasised the role of the leaders in the process 
of developing visions and their responsibilities of giving directions for their organisations 
[(e.g. Bennis and Nanus (1985), Bennis (1989), Nanus (1992) and Quigley (1993)].  Second, the 
strategy literature which focused on the role of missions for an organisation; and to some 
degree have merged the mission concept with vision [David (1989), Pierce (1982), Campbell 
and Tawadey (1990) and Campbell and Jeung (1991)]. Third, vision has been mentioned by 
authors from different fields who have built the concept of vision in the context of 
organisation [Senge (1990), Collins and Porras (1998)]. They have all been well quoted and 
have contributed to the interest of the vision area in the 1990s. Senge (1990) emphasised 
vision in the context of guiding the learning organisation and lifting the perspective inside the 
organisation. Collins and Porras (1998) examined, under a six-year research project, what 
they referred to as ‘visionary companies’ and compared how ‘they differed from a carefully 
selected control set of comparison companies’, in an effort to ‘thereby discover the underlying 
factors that account for their ... long term position’. Findings revealed that the ‘visionary 
companies’ they studied had a strong purpose with a guiding vision and concluded that such 
companies were more solid and successful over time. Although one could question the 
selection of the companies in the study, the study influenced the vision literature nevertheless. 
Further influence in the area has come from the concept of strategic intent, developed by 
Hamel and Prahalad in 1989. The concept came from studying the success of Japanese 
companies and how they approached their competitors. Finally, the pragmatic literature has 
influenced the growth of the vision ‘era’. Peter and Waterman (1982), for instance emphasised 
clear goals and a strong purpose in their examination of successful companies. 
 
The mission literature has influenced the vision literature in that certain concepts are used 
interchangeably. The mission literature however emerged into the management literature 
earlier than the concept of vision, and its followers have tried to draw from knowledge about 
mission in their attempt to state a claim of ‘the vision area’. However, by doing this they also 
 19 
contributed to the messiness of the concept. As we later examine the definitions of vision 
vary, as do the definitions of mission.  
 
The mission literature has its roots from Drucker (1973) [David (1989), Klemm, Sanderson 
and Luffmann, (1991), Campbell and Tawadey, (1990)]. Drucker (1973) states that "common 
vision, common understanding, and unity of direction and effort of the entire organisation 
require definition of 'what our business is and what it should be' "(pg 77); its mission. The 
importance of this statement can be found in the next statement "Business purpose and 
business mission are so rarely given adequate thought is perhaps the most important cause of 
business frustration and failure" Drucker (1973: 61). He further argues that every business 
needs to think through the question ’what is our business and what should it be?’ To be able 
to do this, that is to know what a business is, he argues, we have to start with its purpose. "Its 
purpose must lie outside the business itself. In fact, it must lie in society since business 
enterprise is an organ of society. There is only one valid definition of business purpose, to 
create a customer" (Drucker 1973: 61). Nine years later Pearce (1982: 19) wrote the 
following:  
 
"The company mission is a broadly defined but enduring statement of purpose 
that distinguishes a business from other firms of its type and identifies the scope 
of its operations in project and market terms. Not only does the company mission 
embody the strategic decision makers business philosophy, but it also reveals the 
image the company seeks to project, reflects the firms self-concept and indicates 
the principal product or service areas and the primary customer needs the company 
will attempt to satisfy. In short, the company mission describes the firm’s product, 
market, and technology in a way that reflects the values and priorities of the 
strategic decision makers."  
 
Pearce (1982) made the concept broader and more focused on content and less focused on 
satisfying the needs of the customer. These two different variations gave way to two different 
mission schools; namely the purpose versus the broader strategy clusters. When later the vision 
literature was entering the scene, the different mission schools reflected upon the various 
definitions of vision, as will be revealed later. 
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Strategic intent  
 
One concept that has had a great influence in the area of vision has been strategic intent, 
developed by Hamel and Prahalad in 1989. The idea of strategic intent is related to all three 
concepts of vision, purpose and mission. The concept was developed after they studied the 
success ‘Japanese companies’ had over the big, old western companies. The Japanese 
appeared to posses strategic intent, an obsession with winning that extended over the long-
term, over 10 to 20 years in the quest of global leadership. Their concept had two parts. One 
part envisioned a desired leadership position as criteria to where the company could chart its 
success. This can be illustrated by the following examples: "Komatsu set out to encircle 
Caterpillar. Canon sought to beat Xerox. Honda strove to become a second Ford, an 
automotive pioneer" (Hamel and Prahalad, 1989: 64). The second part of their concept 
referred to an active management process that included "focusing the organisation’s attention 
on the essence of winning; motivating people by communicating the value of the target; 
leaving room for individual intern contributions; sustaining enthusiasm by providing new 
operational definitions as circumstances change; and using intent considerately to guide 
resource allocation" (Hamel and Prahalad, 1989: 64). Therefore, it can be said that there are 
two parts to strategic intent: and the other the way of how to achieve the intent (i.e. the 
motivating factor).  
 
The concept of strategic intent does differ slightly from the concept of vision, as vision is a 
broader concept. As a direction provider, strategic intent may be vision, but a vision does not 
necessarily mean strategic intent as Hamel and Prahalad (1989) define it (i.e. as achieving 
something relative to a competitor). A vision is a picture of a goal achieved in other ways than 
defeating a competitor (i.e. creating a new business industry, or fulfilling a human need). Senge 
(1990, 1994) differentiates vision into extrinsic and intrinsic visions, defining an extrinsic vision as 
a focus on achieving something relative to a competitor (which is similar to the concept of strategic 
intent). He goes on to say that a goal that is limited to defeating an opponent can, once the vision is 
achieved, easily become a defensive posture. In contrast, intrinsic goals — such as creating a new 
product, taking an old product to a new level, or setting new standards for consumer 
satisfaction, elicit more creativity and innovation.  
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Definition of vision 
 
As stated earlier, the concept of vision has become very obscure and is now one of the most 
over-used and least "understood word in the language, conjuring up different images for different 
people... of deeply held values, outstanding achievement, social bond, exhilarating goals, 
motivating forces, or reasons d'etre" (Hamel and Prahalad, 1996: 66). The confusion over the 
definition of vision stems from the different terminology used in the literature. For instance 
some authors have included mission, purpose, core values and strategy into the vision as a 
part of vision. Not withstanding this, Lee (1993) argues that most authors in referring to 
vision, mission, purpose, philosophy or beliefs, usually describe the same thing: the 
overarching purpose of an organisation and the means it intends to use to achieve that end.  
 
Some authors have described strategic vision as simply the strategy pursued by companies. For 
example, vision has been used in industry positioning, as a strategy made available following 
scenario-planning (Schoemaker, 1992) or as Rovers vision of that which achieve extraordinary 
customer satisfaction (Bertodo, 1990). Lipton (1996) argues that vision is a function of mission, 
strategy and culture. If considering the different visioning methodologies (further described in 2.6) 
provided in the vision literature, it is clear that some have used the concept to refer to ‘strategy 
development’ and have used the term ‘vision’ as the final strategy. However, the strategies are 
separate from the vision in the sense that they themselves are not visions, but rather it is their 
implementation that lead to fulfilled or achieved visions.  
 
The fuzziness of the vision concept does not just originate from the vision versus strategy 
debate, but also from vision versus mission, purpose, competitive forces and core capabilities. 
Reynor (1998) defines mission as a function of core competencies and values, where vision is 
described as the combination of mission plus market forces. In his definition he therefore put more 
emphasis on the combination of market forces and core capabilities in relation to other authors. 
 
Another less inclusive definition is provided by Collins and Porras (1998: 66), who suggest that a 
well-conceived vision consists of two major components... core ideology and envisioned future. 
According to the authors, core ideology, “defines what we stand for and why we exist. ... The 
envisioned future is what we aspire to become, to achieve, to create — something that will require 
significant change and progress to attain".  Their definition of envisioned future may be seen by 
others as the vision and the core ideology as the purpose. The envisioned future, according to their 
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definition, is composed of a BHAG, a thirty year goal, and a vivid image of that goal achieved 
(Collins and Porras, 1996: 66, 1998). In an earlier attempt they defined the concept as a guiding 
philosophy with ‘core values and purpose’ and tangible image with ‘mission and a vivid 
description of the mission’ (Collins and Porras 1991). However, they are not alone in defining 
vision as something broader than just a picture of the future (e.g. Lipton, 1996). 
 
In an attempt to clear up the terminology, authors have described mission and vision as ‘two 
different sides of the coin’ (Cummings and Davis, 1994). Others have separated the terms and 
argued that they indeed are two different things. Senge (1990: 148,149) writes that vision is 
different from purpose: "Purpose is similar to a direction, a general heading. Vision is a 
specific destination, a picture of a desired future. Purpose is abstract. Vision is concrete. 
Purpose is advancing mans capability to explore the heavens. Vision is 'a man on the moon by 
the end of the 1960’. Purpose is 'being the best I can be', 'excellence'. Vision is breaking 4 
minutes in the mile". A similar argument-differentiating mission from vision is provided by 
Nanus (1992: 31):  
 
"A vision is not a mission. To state that an organisation has a mission is to state its 
purpose, not its direction. For example, the mission of a farmer hasn't changed in 
thousands of years: it is to grow food and bring it to the market at the price that pays 
for all the costs of production and provides an acceptable standard of living (or profit) 
for the farmer. However, one particular farmer might have a vision of passing on to 
his children a farm with twice the acre he currently has, while another may dream 
about opening a canning operation on her property and a third may aim to be a pioneer 
in growing organic vegetables" . 
  
One way to separate vision from mission or purpose and strategy is to consider vision  as stating the 
‘what’, the picture of the future we attempt to create, whereas purpose (or mission) is the ‘why’ we 
want to achieve the vision. Strategy in turn answers ‘how’ the vision is going to be achieved 
(Senge, 1990, pg 223-4, Kakabadse, Nortier,and Abramovici, 1998, Belasco J.A., Stead J., 
1999)  
 
Many authors, in writing about vision or visions have noted that vision is a picture of a future state 
for an individual, organisation or state [Bennis and Nanus (1985), Senge (1990), Nanus (1992),  
Turner and Vailliere (1993), Thoms and Greenberger (1995, 1998)] or have described where an 
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organisation is going and what it is trying to achieve (Yearout, Miles and Koonce, 2001); and 
have described vision as organised perception or phenomenon, (Morden, 1997). This picture 
could be painted through words, pictures or behavioural examples (Turner and Vailliere, 1993). 
Nanus (1992: 31) contends that it is a mental model of a future state of a process that is not factual. 
"It doesn't exist and may never be realised as originally imagined. It deals not with reality but with 
possible and desirable futures. It is full of speculation, assumptions, and value judgement". In this 
way a vision cannot be true or false.  
 
The notion of vision as a positive attractive view of the future has been stated by various authors, 
[eg. (Nanus, 1992) and (Kouzes and Posner, 1995)]. It is also reflected by a quote of Sir John 
Harvey-Jones who believes that a vision should present "an attractive and clear view of the future 
which can be shared. It must motivate, be ambitious, and should stretch people to achieve more 
than they might ever have thought possible" (Coulson-Thomas, 1992: 83). This positive view 
of a vision has been expressed as an organisations preferred future. Aldag and Joseph (2000) 
describe it as an ideal and unique image of the future. However, Senge (1990: 225) separates 
visions into positive versus negative vision. Whereas positive visions answer the question ’what do 
we want?’ negative visions are concerned with the ’what do we want to avoid?’ He goes on to 
say that negative visions are probably more common than positive visions. "Many organisations 
truly pull together only when their survival is threatened". Two sources of energy motivate 
organisations: fear and aspiration. "The power of fear underlies negative visions. The power of 
aspiration drives positive visions. Fear can produce extraordinary changes in short periods, but 
aspiration endures as a continuing source of learning and growth" (Senge, 1990: 225). 
 
Visions may be articulated in several different ways. They may be written down as a vision 
statement, which helps to communicate the vision throughout the organisation. As Turner and 
Vailliere (1993) observed, the vision can be painted through words, pictures, or behavioural 
examples. A vision statement can "encapsulate the vision in a short metaphor, slogan, or 
memorable statement that conveys it's essence and captures attention" (Nanus, 1992, pg 127). 
 
As shown, the definitions and focus of vision varies, as some authors use it to articulate the 
strategy, others the end goal. Some merge it with the companies ‘purpose’ while others 
separate it. However, the vision some way reflects the overriding goal.  
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Visioning 
A variety of models of how to develop visions for organisations have been put forward by various 
authors (e.g. Kolzow, 1999). The concept of visioning as such varies with the concept of vision in 
that it refers to an activity instead of a thing. A vision refers to the end product of the visioning 
process. The definition given by Websters Dictionary perhaps gives an even clearer view of 
visioning in the context of organisations when it defines visioning "as the ability to perceive 
something not actually visible, through mental acuteness or keen foresight" (In Allen, 1995: 39).  
Steward (1993) developed the term ’future state visioning‘ (FSV), which aims to create a 
description of what could be in the future and becoming mentally trapped by an exhaustive 
analysis of where the organisation is now. As such, visioning can be seen as an attempt to put 
forward thinking into the future, beyond the change implementation, to the state of the system as 
will be in the future (Winch, 1998). According to Winch (1998), this process (or activity 
characterising), of describing the future can be used to increase understanding, to "reframe 
thinking about current decisions, to formulate new decisions and identify contingencies, and/or to 
raise the decision makers confidence in their ability to manage through changes and new 
situations" (Winch, 1998: 354).  
The literature on vision and the concept of ‘visioning’ has often been applied as the strategy 
process rather then as one part of the process (Kolzow, 1999). This will become clearer as we 
appraise the process in 2.6. At this time we can summarise the vision development process 
into two different types: First there is ‘strategic type’ where the process resembles the classic 
textbook examples of strategy development. Second, there is visioning as a process which 
focuses on stating the end, without getting stuck of contingencies of analysis the present, as 
argued by Simpson (1990): ‘Visioning is a process that enables us to put aside reason 
temporarily and look beyond the present to the future as we would like it to be. ‘It can't be 
done is irrelevant; we can't make that judgement about something we have not invented yet. 
How to turn a vision into reality is something that happens after the vision is created.’  
To conclude, there are multiple definitions of vision (e.g. vision as overriding goal, as a 
strategy and as a philosophy) and similar concepts leading to confusion, for example mission, 
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purpose, strategic intent. However, there seems too be some sort of direction toward defining 
vision as ‘what’ too achieve, a picture of that creation in the future. In turn, the term visioning 
refers to the activity of creating such a vision.  
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2.2. The function of vision  
One approach to defining vision lies in trying to explain what it does, i.e. the function of a vision. 
The reasons for having a vision have been brought forward by writers in the vision literature, for 
example Nanus (1992:3) for one writes that “there is no more powerful engine driving an 
organisation towards excellence and long-range success than an attractive, worthwhile and 
achievable vision of the future, widely shared" . 
Considering the complexity and speed of change in the business environment, the complexity and 
problems of coordinating knowledge workers are posing many difficulties without a sense of 
direction. Even though, there is a lack of empirical research directed towards deeply examining 
factors described in the literature. However, some attempts have been made to describe the 
impact of vision on factors such as performance. In the literature, seven different factors could 
be identified: (1) influence on performance, (2) motivation, (3) future thinking (lift 
perspective), (4) long-term thinking, (5) direction, (6) identity (found common ground) and (7) 
flexibility in means. Even though these factors can be considered as units, they must be seen as 
interlinked with each other, and an important issue to consider is the rule of culture underlying 
each of the factors. As was discussed previously, the purpose of an organisation could be 
considered as the yin, whereas the vision is the yang and to grasp the whole one needs to consider 
both (Collins and Porras, 1998). Although, one straight forward approach to assessing the success of a 
vision is its impact on performance. 
  
Performance 
It has been argued that unless companies have a clear vision of where they are going, and how 
they are going to satisfy their customers, they are likely to be failures (Langler, 1992). Although 
companies may not fail, they do need to achieve something relative to assumed aims or goals. In 
this context, it should be emphasised that to survive in the long-term, companies need to perform and 
generate profits to be able to exist. Although, most companies do rely on financial performance in 
the end, they also need to consider certain underlying factors inside the firms to achieve financial 
performance, the vision may be considered to be one such factor. Even though the result of having 
 27 
a vision may not directly link to performance, in the end the vision should influence the 
performance.  
Collins and Porras (1998) studied visionary companies and compared them to similar companies 
in the same industry. They concluded that visionary companies outperformed by large non-
visionary companies (seven times greater return to shareholders, three times faster growth). 
However, due to the selective nature of their sample, their results are not easily generalised. 
In the vision literature other authors have asked strategic planners or CEOs etc. about their 
perception of performance (e.g. O'Brien and Meadows, 2000). This could indeed reflect 
performance with respect to financial results, but still this method could be questioned as to how 
reflective their perception is and therefore conclusions may not be drawn from these studies 
either. 
No study has been identified that in a positivistic scientific way show the relationship between 
performance and vision or visioning. Looking outside the direct literature of visioning or vision, we 
do however find studies reflecting on issues considered in the concept of vision, such as how 
different cultures lead to higher performance (e.g. Kotter and Heskett, 1992) as culture may be 
considered to be one of the foundations underlying the concept of vision according to some 
definitions (e.g. Collins and Porras 1998).  
Furthermore, performance has also been discussed in the literature of mission/purpose, where 
authors such as Davis (1989), Bart and Baetz (1998) have shown that having a mission does lead to 
greater performance, especially considering purpose, image and values. In the literature on strategic 
planning, various attempts have been made in trying to establish the link between strategic 
planning and performance (which relates to vision in considering the means of achieving vision). 
However, it has been difficult to establish a clear link as the results from the various studies are 
mixed (e.g. see Mintzberg 1994 for a summery of studies).  
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Motivation 
Motivation is one of the most recognised factors behind having a vision or pursuing visioning. To 
test whatever or not a vision is motivating, the following questions could be asked: Does it 
stimulate forward progress? Does it create momentum? Is it stimulating, exiting, adventurous? 
These questions could be seen as quantities of a motivating vision, (Collins and Porras 1998). 
Nanus (1992: 16) argues that a vision must provide a purpose or be built on a purpose, something 
that appeals to people's souls, the promise of an opportunity to make a difference, something "truly 
worthwhile, something that will make life better for others, or that represents a significant 
improvement for their community or country, or that enables the own organisation to grow and 
progress". Senge (1994) separates the energy that motivates organisations into two parts, fear and 
aspiration. ‘Fear, the energy source behind negative visions, can produce extraordinary changes in 
short periods, but aspiration that endures as a source of learning and growth’. As seen, it could be 
motivating to get away from something or to achieve something wanted. Another issue that could 
be considered motivating is the fact that a vision gives clearance or provides clearer strategy, where 
people could find or see their position inside the organisation, and the reason why he or she is 
important (Bennis and Nanus, 1985). To further exemplify this, the following example can be 
considered: ’Three people were at work on a construction site. All were doing the same job, but 
when each was asked what his job was, the answers varied. ‘Breaking rocks’, replied the first. 
‘Earning a living’, answered the second. ‘Helping to build a cathedral’, said the third‘ 
(example from a Porsche Manager cited, in David, 1989). Participating in the visioning process 
is therefore argued to make an employee own the vision and that in a way he or she gets motivated 
by it. 
Hamel and Prahalad (1989) wrote that a strategic intent creates ’an extreme misfit between 
resources and ambition. Top management then challenges the organisation to close the gap by 
systematically building new advantages’. The concept of the gap was later argued by Senge, 
when he located the gap as situated between vision and current reality. The aim is to close the gap 
between current reality and the vision. This could be done by lifting the current reality towards the 
vision. However, it could also mean to lower the goals. He notes that this gap can be a source of 
creative energy, but that it could also lead to defensive routines and cynicism against the vision if the 
vision is seen as too difficult to achieve (Senge, 1990). Therefore, the goal should be balanced 
in terms of a vision, because a deviation towards either extreme would lead to it not being 
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motivating or its rejection. As shown, one argument for having or developing a vision has been to 
motivate people.  
 
Strategic (future) thinking - lift perspective 
Visions have been argued to lift the perspective of an organisation, enabling it to think more 
strategically about the changes in the external environment and the opportunities of tomorrow, and 
to keep up with competitors. Coulson-Thomas (1992) found that corporate vision and strategy 
helped the business unit managers or encouraged them to think long-term and develop more of an 
external focus. Although, Hamel and Prahalad (1989) argue that most managers when pressed 
will admit that their strategic plans reveal more about todays problems than tomorrows 
opportunities. To survive in an environment containing multiple challenges and opportunities, 
companies have to anticipate and differentiate themselves relative to their competitors, and to 
become more flexible, innovative and adaptable (Coulson-Thomas, 1992). Quigley (1993) argues 
that a vision must be highly adaptable to the changes in the external world and needs strong 
leadership at all levels of the organisation. It is therefore necessary to push down the strategic 
thinking and decision making throughout the organisation. The strategic thinking also comes in 
where the strategies are set to be implemented, whereas the desired result (the vision) is the 
constant and the focus is therefore on the end, not the means. Senge (1990) argues that this 
approach is helpful for thinking through alternative strategies for achieving our goals. He reasons 
that to be able to learn, we should separate what we truly want from what we think we need in 
order to achieve this result, i.e. separate the means from the end.  
Visions help to break the old paradigms used by ’traditional leaders‘ by challenging their 
points of view and changing them into paradigms more suitable the world facing today and the 
future. Nanus (1992: 18) uses the phrase that the right vision bridges the present and the future. 
"Vision provides the link between what is taking place now and what the organisation wants to 
achieve or aspires to build in the future". In doing so he argues that "the vision highlights those 
present activities that need strengthening if the vision is to be realised".  It could therefore be 
concluded that one other argument for have or develop a vision is to lift the perspective and 
think strategically.  
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Long-term thinking 
 
Coulson-Thomas (1992) found that vision and strategy helped business unit managers to think 
more in the long term. Although a corporate vision may help to focus on the end instead of the 
means, this may not always be the case. Bennis (1989) explained the difference between a 
vision, the end, and strategies and tactics, the means, by describing a mountain climber. 
‘Mountain climbers do not start climbing from the bottom of the mountain. They look at where 
they want to go, and work backwards to where they are starting from.’ This analogy may help to 
separate the means from the end, however, Coulson-Thomas (1992) argue that ‘in some 
(particularly UK and US) companies short-termism appears to have exacted a severe toll of the 
managerial spirit... many managers appear to had enough of forever doing more with less, when 
the reality of the vision they are offered is corporate survival for another few months’. The reason 
behind this, he argued, is the focus on financial routines. It could be argued that the stock market 
and the demand for short-term profits limits the vision or brings in short-termism. However, this 
may not be the only reason. Selznik (1957) argues that many managers because of ‘appraisal of 
many corporate objectives - for example political as well as military’ managers put emphasis on 
methods rather than goals. And this in turn leads to a source of disorientation. The reason 
behind this may be according to his description that leaders may feel more secure when they 
emphasise the exploitation of technical potentialities which is more comfortably single minded 
compared to the difficult task of defining goals. To conclude, the vision process have been argued 
to lift the focus of managers and people inside the companies so they overcome short-termism 
and routine by focusing on what they are trying to achieve. In this way putting emphasis on 
the long term and creating a common ground to build upon. 
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Identity -found common ground 
A shared vision changes peoples relationship with a company. According to Senge (1990: 208) a 
shared vision "is the first step in allowing people who mistrusted each other to begin to work 
together. It creates a common identity". It improves coordination and a way of cohering to a 
decentralised, flat organisations (Collins and Porras, 1994).  
El-Namaki (1992) argues that a vision can stimulate progress/transformation, change the basic 
patterns of behaviour, justify a new pattern of behaviour and bring together the employees around 
new norms. However, Asfeld, Mossholder and Harris (1994) reason that although vision can alter 
culture, to have a positive effect on organisations there must be a consensus about the new 
direction. 
 
Direction 
 
Kotter (1990) writes that ‘in a company without direction, even short-term planning can 
become a black hole capable of absorbing an infinite amount of time and energy‘. And Wilson 
(1992) contends that if a vision clearly establishes both a direction and a destination ’it is the star we 
can steer by as we sail the turbulent and uncharted water of the future’. He argues that a vision sums 
up the elements of strategic planning, philosophy, goals, objectives, action plans, organisation 
structure and culture into a complete picture of the future company, and helps to check the 
coherence and internal consistency of its component parts (Wilson, 1992). Visions “create a 
sense of community that permeate the organisation and give coherence to diverse activities” 
(Senge, 1990: 206). This view is supported by Nanus (1992: 16), who suggests that the power of 
vision lies in its ability to grab attention through the focus on a common dream, "a sense of 
direction that both makes sense and provides direction". O'Brien and Meadows (2000), have 
examined the benefits of having a vision, and ‘a sense of focus’ or ‘direction’ was the most 
frequently mentioned response. Although research showed that a sense of direction is one of the 
benefits of having a vision, it is not clear if it is the end product, the vision that brings this, as the 
answer my lay in the development process as noted by David (1989). He argues that the 
development of a business mission is an important step in improving management 
effectiveness because it brings up any disagreement amongst the members of the organisational 
direction, which otherwise may lay concealed, while now an open discussion becomes possible. 
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This process could be of a negative nature as well as a positive one. Senge (1990) has referred this 
to as internal politics, when he claims that a vision challenges the internal politics. Still, the logic of 
having a sense of focus or direction ‘could be that the direction is made explicit and that way 
squeezes out personal agendas, i.e. politics. However, this may need to be addressed further in 
more thorough research. 
 
Flexibility 
Bennis and Nanus (1985) argue that a shared vision of the future makes it possible to distribute 
decision making more widely. People do not need to "appeal to higher levels in the 
organisation", because they know what is important and results desired. By "delegating 
implementation decisions to those closest to the issues at hand and by allowing employees 
considerable flexibility in how they choose to implement the vision, you are allowing others to 
take ownership of the vision and experience pride in achieving it" (Nanus, 1992: 170). 
The reasons for having a vision have been brought forward by writers in the vision literature (eg. 
Nanus, 1992). The examination reveal several factors for developing a vision such as: (1) influence 
on performance, (2) motivation, (3) future thinking (lift perspective), (4) long-term thinking, (5) 
direction, (6) identity (found common ground) and (7) flexibility in means. Even though these 
factors can be considered as units, they may be seen as interlinked with each other. However, the 
different reasons for developing a vision are statements that have not been tested in great detail in 
empirical studies.   
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2.3. When is a vision developed  
From the literature, we can identify a number of phases in the life of a company when a vision could 
prove particularly helpful and is most likely to be developed. Nanus (1992) argues it is important both for 
a start-up and throughout the whole life cycle. Further, in periods of much needed change we often find a 
need for direction although redirection does not need to be as drastic as change. However, all these could 
be interlinked. Vision may also be required after long successful stretches of time under stable conditions. 
 
Redirection 
Businesses or organisations must be in line with their environment and therefore need to adjust to the 
changes facing them. Against this background a vision may be needed as a way of breaking "out of 
present patterns of thinking to find new ways to create step change" (Stewart, 1993: 91). As time moves 
on, even the brightest and most brilliant ideas could become obsolete, as the example of Henry Ford in 
the 1920s exemplifies. Lipton (1996) states that by definition, the visionary sees the need for change first. 
This view is shared to a degree by Helling (1998) and Bertoro (1990) with respect to the need to keep up 
with competitors and changing markets. This may indicate that visioning as a concept is to redirect, to find 
or seek out the changes that may influence the organisation to be proactive instead of reactive. This is of 
special importance as the market and the environment change in different ways what often follows a 
pattern of slow, gradually accelerating decline over long time periods and then rapid demise (Senge, 
1990). Visioning therefore tries to identify those patterns. In doing so, what often is most needed is a 
change in thinking, not just an ‘extrapolation of the past and present’ (Winch, 1998), and therefore the 
vision concept may help to establish a necessary shake-up (Stewart, 1993). This view is supported by 
Collins and Porras (1998:187), who writes that "visionary companies install powerful mechanisms to 
create discomfort - to obliterate complacency - and thereby stimulate change and improvement before the 
external world demands it". Nanus (1992) states that an important part of visionary leadership is to 
monitor change and set new courses as well as knowing when to initiate a new vision line forming 
process. He states that this is best done by fostering a learning organisation. Here we can draw parallels 
from the empirical research done by Klemm, Sanderson and Luffman (1991). They found that mission 
statements were more likely to be developed when new senior managers were appointed and the company 
decided on a change towards a new strategic direction. However, as argued by El-Namaki (1992), 
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ignorance or/and absence of a sense of direction during changes may lead to more drastic changes of the 
organisation further on. 
 
Periods of change 
The concept of vision is widely used and discussed in the change literature. It is argued that vision may be 
most important in transformational periods and periods of change (Oswald, Moswalder, Harris, 1994). 
According to Ackoff (1993) this is when the visions are most frequently developed. According to Lipton 
(1996), the vision serves as ‘a road map for companies as they move through accelerated change. Lack of 
vision is why organisational transformation efforts frequently fail’. He argues further that when a vision 
becomes the vehicle to drive change, the speed picks up against otherwise slow successful cultural 
changes. In periods of identified need for change many companies find themselves motivated to move only 
when ‘their problems are bad enough to cause them to change’ (Senge, 1994).  
 
Stable times 
David (1989) argues that mission statements sometimes are developed when companies are in trouble. 
This could have tremendous results on change. Not withstanding this, Drucker (1973) writes that the most 
important time to ask ’what is our business?’ is when the business has been most successful. This is 
supported by Nanus (1992), who reasons "that the easiest time to begin a change in direction is when 
things are going well for the organisation, because then the confidence and resources are amply available. 
On the other hand, the worst thing to do is let the situation deteriorate to the point where only crisis 
measures can avoid total failure, because then nobody wants to hear about a new dream" (Nanus, 1992: 
171). Langeler (1992) argues that the creation of a vision is most suitable during start-up periods.  
The literature identifies several periods when a vision may be developed ranging from the start of a firm, 
during maturity, and towards decline. However, it must be stated that much focus is on periods of change, 
as the concept of vision, as has been argued should give a new direction 
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2.4. Responsibilities and involvement 
Two different approaches have been identified when it comes to involvement and responsibilities for the 
visioning process. First there is the ‘top-down’ approach where the leader or the leaders especially in the 
top of the organisation develop the vision. Second, there is the cross-sectional approach where a variety of 
people are involved in the process, and sometimes people are brought in from outside the organisation; 
such as customers and suppliers.  
 
According to O'Brien and Meadows (2000: 42) one possible explanation for using different 
methodologies to describe who is responsible of the visioning could be found in the surrounding culture, 
where "who is involved in vision development could be influenced by the organisational culture. 
Therefore in our culture the model of a single person development is more likely to occur. On the other 
hand, it is possible that more open cultures encourage wider participation in vision development." 
However, culture may not be the only reason behind the different approaches. It could also be that the 
approaches are adopted depending on the faced environments.   
 
If seen as separate, vision and shared vision could help to explain some of those differences. A vision as 
described earlier may be seen as a future picture of an organisation, which may or may not be shared. To 
have an influence on the performance of an organisation, it must get implemented. Those in favour of the 
bottom-up or cross-sectional approach, tend to have the opinion that people need to be part of the creation 
process to implement the vision. Furthermore, to be able to create an appropriate vision in line with the 
environment, it is necessary to bring in different opinions and knowledge from inside and sometimes 
outside the organisation. 
Another reason behind different opinions in findings about who develops the vision is as Senge 
(1990) points out that although vision as a concept is familiar in the leadership literature, under closer 
scrutiny ‘you find that most visions are one persons, or one groups (vision imposed on an 
organisation) and those, he argues, do not bring commitment’. The differences might also originate 
from the parallel origin of the concept of vision in the leadership and the mission literature as 
described in the introduction. O'Brien and Meadows (2000) constructed a survey of 400 big 
companies in the UK in which they asked who was responsible or was involved, amongst other 
things, in the development of visions inside big companies. The questionnaire was sent to people 
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responsible for strategic planning. The result showed that inside the 91 companies that responded, 
there was a big variety in who was involved in the visioning process. Most often it was found that 
vision was created by a small select group of people. However, for some companies the vision was 
developed by a single person, while others had a wider involvement. See table 2.4. The following 
theoretical discussion contrasts the empirical study below.  
 
 
                Who develops the vision 
 
Single         Small       Wider         Total 
Approach mentioned person team             involvement   responses 
  
No formal method    4   10    -   14 
Integrated into strategic    1    7    -    8 
Planning process 
Discussion     3   20    -   23 
Workshop     -    5    1    6 
‘Process’ briefly described    4    6   15   25 
Other     2    6    -    8 
No response given    -    7    -    7 
Total responses   14   61   16   91  
 
• Single person - (MD, CEO, strategic planning manager) 
• Small team – Small select group – (Board (23), senior management team (12), cross-
section of staff (26)) 
• Wider involvement – Large group of managers, members of board plus cross section 
of staff 
Table 2.4. How are visions developed by different types of groups  
(Adopted from O’Brien F., Meadows M. 2000) 
 
 
Top management 
 
Vision is often developed by the top management, which is in line with Druckers (1973: 78) statement 
"what is our business is the first responsibility of top management. It is only them that can make 
sure that the question gets the attention it deserves and that the answer makes sense and enables the 
business to plot its course and set its objectives". Coulson-Thomas (1992), argues that the 
commitment starts at the board when they develop the vision, determine the purpose of the organisation, 
articulate a vision that can be communicated and further set objectives derived from that vision and 
formulate strategies for its achievement. However, in the top-down approach where the board 
 37 
develops the vision, sets the vision, sets the objectives and formulates the strategies, lower management 
and the workers are typically ’portrayed as remote to the process and sceptical of the meaning of its 
output to their own responsibilities‘ (O'Brien and Meadows, 2000). 
 
In a survey conducted by Klemm, Sanderson and Luffman in (1998) who developed the mission 
statements was examined. The data showed that 60% were drawn up by the management team. The 
importance of the top management is well reckoned, but Bart and Beats (1998) examined the performance 
related to the development of mission statements and found that the middle management involvement in 
the firm’s mission development process had a specific influence on performance.  
 
The role of the leader 
 
Many of the publications concerning vision come from the leadership literature (for example Bennis, 
1989, Westley and Mintzberg, 1989, Nanus, 1992, Kouzes and Posner, 1994,). The concept of vision 
evolved earlier in the leadership literature than in the mission or strategy area. The idea of 
vision has been covered both in popular and academic work, for example by Bennis and Nanus (1985), 
Bennis (1989), Westley and Mintzberg (1989), Kotter (1990), Nanus (1992), Kouzes and Posner (1994), 
Aldag and Joseph (2000). The literature describes the leader as one that is able to develop and state 
visions of organisations. This may be obvious as the leader’s role is to guide organisations into the 
future. This was further exemplified in a survey of 1500 senior leaders, where they were 
asked to state the key traits or talents a CEO would need or should have by the year 2000. A 
strong sense of vision and the ability to formulate strategy to achieve a vision was the most 
important skill for now and in the year 2000. Although participants recognised the importance of 
both formulating, creating and implementing a vision, 90% reported a lack of confidence in their own 
skills and ability to conceive a vision for their organisations (Lipton, 1996). 
 
Bennis and Nanus (1985) examined leaders in detail.  They found that visions did not always originate 
from the leaders him/herself, but rather from others around them. It has been reckoned that the leader 
must therefore be a good sensitizer and listener who brings up and coordinates ideas in the organisation.  
 
Another concept in the leadership literature is that of the charismatic leader. Wilson (1992) writes that 
’intuitively, we can see that a charismatic leader is most likely to arrive at an articulate personal vision of 
where he or she wants to lead the company. This approach has the advantage of simplicity, at least in the 
formative stage, and promotes a forcefulness and consistency, given that only one person drives the 
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process‘. He argues that one person very seldom has enough inside knowledge of all parts of an 
organisation to create a vision that is consistently relevant. Even where that is the case, he asserts that the 
leader must still bring a consensus and implement the vision. The notion of a charismatic leader who sets 
an organisation moving and brings tremendous change is emphasised by various authors, e.g. Senge 
(1990, 1994), who states that a leader for a learning organisation must bring the organisation together and 
foster a shared vision or a purpose. In their work on visionary companies Collin and Porras (1990, 1998) 
found that companies with a strong vision and purpose did not or at least not for the moment, rely on such 
a thing such as a charismatic leader, although they may at one stage in some cases have had. The driving 
force behind those companies was BHAG, a vision which had a life of its own (Collins and Porras, 1990: 
107). As noted by O'Brien and Meadows (2000), the vision most commonly was developed by the board 
or senior management, and although sometimes a combination of individuals had the development 
responsibility, there were few organisations where a single person developed the vision, typically the MD, 
CEO or strategic planning manager. 
 
Cross-sectional- participative process 
The argument for a cross-sectional approach to visioning is twofold. Firstly, it brings in different views 
and opinions, which may help develop a robust and knowledge-based vision. The other argument is that a 
vision developed by a cross-sectioned approach is more in line with an organisation and the people inside 
it and therefore should get implemented more easily. It has further been reasoned that people get more 
motivated and have more ownership of visions, which they have helped to create.  
As Helling (1998) writes, visioning usually implies a commitment to collaboration, also called consensus 
building. In this respect it is fundamentally different from previous planning approaches. ’Collaboration 
is a process through which parties who see different aspects of a problem can constructively explore their 
differences and search for solutions that go beyond their own limited vision of what is possible‘. 
Employees can not only can see visions, but according to Carrol (1992), they actively ’want to see 
visions in which they star... they want speaking parts. They don’t care about visions in which they do not 
or can not, have a role’. The importance of employees as an audience is, as argued by Lipton (1996) that 
they are the most important audience of visions. Stewart (1993) writes that it is surprisingly often that the 
visioning or strategic planning is delegated. He claims that such visions or plans seldom change things 
much. People are motivated by visions they helped to create, therefore it is important, as he put it, for the 
key opinion leaders in the organisation be directly involved in the visioning process. Otherwise, they will 
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put little stock in the outcome, perhaps even if it is a very good outcome. They may even obstruct the 
pursuit of the vision. This view is supported by Ackoff (1993), who noted that people developed stronger 
commitment to ideas when they had a hand in formulating than to those they had not. This again stresses 
the importance of bringing in others into the process apart from just the leader as expressed by many 
authors in the leadership literature, e.g. Nanus (1992), Bennis (1989). Lipton (1996) writes that ’successful 
leaders follow an experimental, largely political process for building a consensus rather than quickly 
locking themselves into irreversible commitment if managers tell the vision they may elicit compliance 
but lower the probability for commitment’. 
 
Stakeholders 
 
Stakeholders are individuals or groups inside or outside organisation which have a stake in its 
fortunes. Nanus (1992) writes that a stakeholder is anyone who has the power to exert an 
influence on an organisation or who is strongly influenced by the organisation in some 
significant way.  
 
External stakeholders (groups or individuals) are customers, suppliers, shareholders, 
investors, and communities. Internal stakeholder groups may include individual departments, 
workers of particular grade or skill, trade unions and professional bodies (Klemm, Sanderson, 
Luffman and 1998). All these stakeholders may influence and should be influenced in the 
vision process, either as forces needed to be considered or as individuals needed to be 
included in the process. Stewart (1993) argues that especially the people within organisations 
are among the most important stakeholders. Researchers and authors in the area of vision have 
appealed for more consideration of different stakeholders. Some argue that you should bring 
suppliers and customers, investors, local communities, unions etc. into the visioning process 
(e.g. Nanus, 1992). Others are more concerned with the people inside the organisation (e.g. 
Stewart, 1993) as they are the ones that need to be guided and motivated by a vision. 
 
Facilitator 
Flores and Fadden (2000) describes three types of facilitators in the context of strategic meetings, first 
there are the internals who because of political agendas could bring bias into the process. Second, there are 
professionals with a background in human science who might have expertise in facilitate a smooth 
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process. Thirdly, there is the facilitator with a background in strategic management, who they argue are a 
better choice because of their understanding of the whole process, from the strategic process to 
implementation. As noted by Schoemaker (1992) the role of a facilitator in the visioning process could be 
to add some experience to the group developing the visions if it is lacking the necessary resources or 
competencies. A facilitator may also help to keep the conversation open and help the participants to go 
through the development as well as keep the dialogue and discussion going throughout the process. He or 
she may also help people inside the organisation to acquire or maintain ownership of the process and its 
outcomes (Senge, 1992). 
The logic of bringing in expertise is to keep up a dialogue and to focus on relevant issues is tempting and 
obvious, especially if it has been noted that the dialogue or process could be painful and hard (Lipton, 
1996). It could further help to bring up and get through the difficulties and to overcome the different 
views and arguments that arise during the process of vision development. There has been arguments for 
the role of a facilitator, but little empirical evidence exists with a few exceptions from those provided by 
case studies in the literature, for example (Bertodo, 1990, Schoemaker, 1992).  
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2.5. The development process  
Where do visions come from and how do they evolve? Are they something in the head of a leader or a 
systematic process of analysis? Vision, as described earlier, is something created deliberately or is 
something that appears suddenly (Westley and Mintzberg 1989). Wilson (1992) argues that 
developing a strategic vision is not always a stepwise approach neither is it a panacea nor a stand-
alone methodology. Rather it is an integrated part of strategic management and the whole process 
brings and adds to an integrated product, a coherent, meaningful whole.  
Nanus (1992) writes that there is no ’single, infallible path creating the right vision for an 
organization’. However, over the last ten years there have been numerous articles providing 
methodologies of visioning or a pathway for developing a corporate or organisational vision; despite 
little empirical research documenting the processes used and the tools applied by organizations that 
develop visions. Previous research provided prescriptive methodologies of visioning or developing 
visions, but few of them describe how organisations generally develop and use visions. The process 
described in earlier research has normally used case studies where the author describes a process, and 
pros and cons of vision and vision development. And some use a case study for developing or putting 
those methodologies and arguments in context, a sort of an example, (e.g. Schoemaker, 1992). 
Normally, they are inform of workshops where either cross-sectional or management teams come 
together, go through steps of analytical and creative processes where they arrive at a vision or a 
vision-statement.  
However, in literature on how to develop visions there are two schools of thought. First, we 
have the ones that have used the words ‘visioning’ or ‘vision development’ simply referring 
to the process of strategic development. Second we have the ‘start with the end in mind’ 
approaches. As argued earlier in the terminology section, some of the problems with the 
concept of vision may lay in how authors have interchangeably used the terms.  
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The ‘strategic development’ approach 
 
Their methodologies are similar or the same as used in the general text book example on 
strategic planning. Analyse external environment to find opportunities and threats, and at the 
same time analyse the organisational strengths and weaknesses; later develop strategies to 
match the organisations strengths with the opportunities in the environment. This approach 
has a more analytical approach in the way of ‘finding’ or developing a vision, but as argued 
later, it may not be as creative as the later one.  
 
Drucker (1973) argues for a systematic analysis of all existing products, services, processes, markets, end 
users, and distribution channels. Most of those issues and sources may be found in elementary strategy 
books and they may be summarised as Wilsons models of key elements for vision development: Business 
scope; Business scale; Product and market focus; Competitive focus; Image and relationships; Organisation 
and culture (Wilson, 1992). Raynor (1998) gives examples of factors such as: core competencies, values, 
mission and market forces. Other authors have exclusively stated the stakeholder as sources for vision 
development, (not necessarily participating in the process) however their concerns needs to be reflected in 
the vision (e.g. Nanus, 1992). The success of the vision needs to be reliant on the people who are going to 
implement the vision. Wilson (1992) argues that giving a framework is not like wearing a straightjacket.  
The framework is supposed to integrate and accommodate for different perspectives and values, and 
different types of thinking (analytical, creative). However, as noted the ‘strategy development approach’ 
considers both internal as well as external factors in the vision development. 
 
Example of ‘strategy development’ approach 
1. Analyse the company’s future environment. 
2. Analyse the company’s resources and capabilities. 
3. Clarify management values. 
4. Develop (or revise) a mission statement. 
5. Identify strategic objectives and goals.  
6. Generate and select strategic options. 
7. Develop the vision statement 
8. Conduct sanity checks. -     Wilson (1992) 
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Visioning as ‘Start with the end in mind’  
Some of the literature has turned the process around, arguing that it is easier to start to articulate the 
end product, what we want to achieve or become, the vision, `start with end in mind’ (as discussed in 
the 2.1, visioning). This approach focuses on creativity rather then structural analysis. Visioning in 
this way enables the developers to put aside reason temporarily and look beyond the present 
to the future as they would like it to be (Simpson 1990). The notion of 'starting with the end in 
mind' has been recognised by various authors, (e.g., Collins and Porras 1996, 1998, Stewart 1993, 
Gratton 1996, Davis and Davidson 1991, Achoff (1993) Simpson 1990, Kolzow, 1999), and not 
explicitly starting with the end point but as a gap- analysis (Senge 1990). The idea is to separate the 
future from the present, and try to find a position in the future, a vision, and later state the present. 
The next step is to find the strategies to bridge the present with the vision. As Collins and Porras 
(1996) write, visioning or creation process can sometimes be difficult and frustrating. And many 
executives want to analyse their way into the future, but this makes the process difficult. They found 
that executives found it easier to work backward from the ‘vivid image’. The authors also suggest 
that the following questions may help: “We are sitting here in twenty years; what would we love to 
see? What would this company look like? What would it feel like to employees? What would it have 
achieved? Someone wrote an article for a major magazine about this company in twenty years time. 
What would it say?” (Collins and Porras 1998: 234-35).  
To conclude the ‘start with end in mind’ approach has for most an external focus with a futuristic 
touch, and somewhat ignores internal factors. However, ‘if starting with the end in mind’ may as 
Lipton (1996) argues lead to rejection because if the vision is not anchored in reality, such as consider 
the environment; disregard the capabilities and the problems in the organisation.  
 
Example of ‘start with the end in mind’ approach 
1. Stakeholder and participants  
2. Assessing the future environment  
3. Building the future state vision  
4. Contrasting the present state with the future vision  
5. Supporting the vision with values - Translation vision into action -       Stewart (1993) 
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Analysis and creativity 
As seen in previous paragraph the literature typically argues for an external and internal analysis for 
the development of the vision. To contrast, Wilson (1992) argues that a vision ’gains clarity and 
strengths from tentative formulation, reflection and analysis, testing, re-visioning, and revising’. This 
may be seen as there is not a single time/moment for visioning and development of vision, but rather 
as continuous process. 
To formulate and deliver a vision requires the ability to look ahead and think ‘long-term’ (Gratton 
1996, Coulson and Thomas 1992). However, the need for thinking is difficult and the future is 
inherently uncertain.  The further we try to look into the future, the more difficult it gets and the more 
uncertain it becomes (Nanus, 1992). As Drucker (1973: 44) writes, "the only thing we know about the 
future is that it is going to be different". This process of trying to look into the future requires an 
ability of synthesise the analysis and to bring in creative thinking in order to see new ways of 
working and  see new patterns. Senge (1990) notes that mental models are always incomplete, 
therefore he argues that they need to be challenged in some way before we can see new patterns and 
think opportunistically. System-thinking may help to challenge those old mental models and to think 
in new ways. 
As previously discussed, vision is not solely concerned with the end product but also with the process 
or the visioning itself. As Lipton (1996), states, ’those who have struggled with defining an ideal 
unique image of their organisation find that the process itself can be enlightening and revealing about 
the organisations strategic future than the final well crafted vision-statement‘. He continues and 
argues that the process is often difficult and not a pleasant one: the exercise is not ‘easy sailed 
through’. The development may be, or can be, an imprecise and tedious process and can fall outside 
of normal communication practices of the organisation. This view is shared by Coulson and Thomas 
(1992) who note that many companies are finding it difficult creating and communicating a 
compelling vision. Klemm, Sanderson, Luffman (1998) found in their research that managers who 
developed mission-statements described the process as both demanding and valuable.  
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According to Lipton (1996) the process ’is creative and often chaotic and requiring, many iterations’. 
It defies the linear thinking that many managers have been taught throughout their careers. It rather 
’requires a mental capacity of synthesis and imagination’. Most of the proclaimed methodologies 
prescribe the process as both an analytical and creative process.  
To create a vision, the creators must be able to break free of current barriers, look at new relationships 
in the environment, and think in new and different ways (Mintzberg, 1994). As the term states, 
visioning or vision development is a process of creation. However, analysis may be helpful or even 
paramount in this creation, but as visions are dreamt up left-brain activity is needed. A heavy dose of, 
right-brain activity that realise on holistic, intuitive and image-orientated thinking is necessary to be 
able to synthesis the vision (Nanus, 1992). This creative process may be very important for vision 
development, but little research has examined the role of analysis and especially creativity in that 
process. This may be due to the complexity and problems of measurability. 
 
Synthesising a vision often means developing new pattern of seeing things. And this process is 
difficult for those that fear complexity and ambiguity. The development of a vision demands 
exceptional creativity, intuition, judgement, or wisdom, all within the range of capabilities possessed 
by the normal individual (Nanus, 1992). Kotter (1990) argues that this kind of process requires 
communication and information sharing outside the formal structure and is more likely to need a 
strong informal network. As has been outlined above, many authors who write about the development 
of vision would argue that participation of those who will be implementing the vision is necessary if it 
is to be successful. Involving a variety of people in the visioning process inches toward ensuring that 
all the knowledge and creativity are used and issues are debated, considered and reviewed as 
important to create the right vision.  
 
Sources 
Sources in this context refer to the input/material or sources considered in the vision development 
process. The sources used in visioning may not be practical, realistically or may not be exclusive, 
because the issues may be continuously considered by members or creators of the vision. From the 
literature we may see variations in what should be used as sources for visioning and vision 
development methodologies, however most of the methodologies (especially the ‘strategy approach’) 
argue for a consideration of issues found in the strategic development process. For example SWOT 
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(Aldag and Joseph, 2000), SWOT analysis can be used as a means of bringing together the current 
state of the organisation (strengths and weaknesses) with external environment (opportunities and 
threats) where political, economic, social, technological and competitive issues the organisation may 
face. However, the ‘start with the end in mind’ approach mainly focuses on the ‘OT’ part of the 
‘SWOT’. 
Nanus (1992: 34) writes that “the art of developing an effective vision starts with asking the 
right questions - and asking lots of them". But, what are the right questions? One separation of 
what to consider could be found in the past, the present and alternative pictures of the future 
(Bennis and Nanus 1985). Senge (1990: 213) argues that “sometimes the development is reflective, and 
sometimes it incorporates extensive analysis of a firm’s competitors, market settings and 
organisations strengths and weaknesses”.  
 
 
Scenarios 
Various authors have written about scenarios in the context of strategic thinking and planning: in the 
vision literature, scenarios have been mentioned as a way to help analysing and thinking strategically 
about the environment, thinking about the future, bringing in issues relevant for the creation process. 
As such it contributes to the development of a vision, but it may also help to examine the robustness 
of the vision (Nanus 1992). Various authors describe the techniques of scenarios and scenario-
planning in the context of vision (e.g. Schoemaker 1992, Wilson 1992, Nanus 1992, 0'Brien 1996,  
van der Heijden, 1996, with his concept of ‘business idea’ and O'Brien and Meadows 1998). 
O'Brien and Meadows (1998), describe a concept of visioning scenarios where they contrast this to 
strategic planning scenarios as it focuses on the internal environment of the organisation and issues 
the organisation has under control. The visioning scenarios are "exploratory, and also normative, 
meaning subjective or value-laden, since they are intended to address the deep concerns of 
participating stakeholders" (O'Brien and Meadows, 1998: 42). As such, we see a process of bringing 
people together to think about the future influences on organisation. We do not know what the 
scenarios bring to the visioning process, if they are helpful or restrict the development, as scenarios 
normally consider multiplicity of scenarios of outcomes and vision as one image of what the 
organisation wants to become. However, as Nanus (1992) has argued, scenarios may be held as 
‘benchmarks’ which the vision may be tested against. 
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2.6. Summery and Conclusion 
 
 
 
Exhibit 2.2. Dissertation value chain 
 
 
 
 
This chapter has familiarised the reader with the concept of vision. This literature chapter 
discussed the major issues taken up by the writers on vision and vision development so that the 
reader gets a picture of the concept of vision. The literature is mostly of a prescriptive nature as 
various models have been produced on how to go about developing visions (and similar 
concepts such as mission). As the literature is rather thin and of a prescriptive nature the way it 
has been presented here are in a descriptive format. However, this chapter has displayed the 
similarities and differences found in the literature. As the literature is generally in a prescriptive 
‘how to’ format, it would be interesting to examine how this ‘theory’ fits with the practice of 
practitioners (for examples see the 2.6 Summery table of literature below). The opportunities 
that arise will therefore be to inform theory on how well these prescriptive models fit real data. 
This study therefore follows a deductive approach as the theory or propositions are verified 
against common practice (reality). The following chapter will discuss aspects relating to 
research process whereby this study will be performed. It will also discuss the underlying issues 
of doing research in a social science setting to provide the underlying logic of the research 
approach. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter 2 addresses the RQ (and SQ) by describing aspects of what has been 
written by other on the concept corporate visioning 
 Chapter 5 
Discussion and 
conclusion 
- The discussion 
of the research 
Chapter 4 
The results 
- The analysis of 
the empirical 
research 
Chapter 1 
Introduction 
- The introduction         
to the study 
Chapter 2 
The concepts 
of vision 
- The review of 
the literature 
Chapter 3 
Methodology 
- The strategy and 
process of the 
research  
Research 
output 
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Table 2.6 Summery table of literature  
 
 
*Link too SQ (research sub- question) (assessed in summary table above- right column) 
1. How do SMEs define their visions? 
2. Why do they develop or have a vision? 
3. In what context did they develop their visions? 
4. Where and by whom is the vision developed? 
5. a. What kind of process and techniques were/are used in the development of the vision? 
5.  b. What internal and external factors do they consider? 
 
Key themes Author Year Issues and discusions 
Link to 
SQ* 
Mission statement Bart C. K., Baetz W. L. 1998 Relationship between mission statement and performance 1, 2, 4 
Leadership, vision Bennis 1989 The leaders role in organisation, impotents of vision 1, 2, 3 ,4, 5 
Change, vision, Case Bertodo R.   1990 Rovers change using a vision approach, implementation 2 
Purpose, mission, values Campbell A., Yeung S.  1991 Development of a mission model, definition and content 1 
Visioning, involvement Carroll R. 1992 A visioning model (case), importance of involvement, implementation 2, 4, 5 
Envisionend future, values Collins J.C., Porras J.I. 1996 Definition and importance of a vision, building coherence 1, 2, 4, 5 
Envisionend future, values Collins J.C., Porras J.I.   1991 Definition and importance of a vision, building coherence 1, 2, 4, 5 
Vision, implementation Coulson-Thomas C.  1992 Importance and fall downs in implementation 1, 2, 4, 5 
Mission statement, survey David F.R. 1989 Investigating firms mission statements, variations of definitions 1, 2, 3, 4 
Vision content, implementatio Gratton L.   1996 Content of vision, and failure to implement vision, short-termism 1, 2, 4 
Strategic intent, Goals Hamel GH., Prahalad C.K.   1989 The importance of long term goals, 'unfolding the future' 1, 2, 4 
Mission statement, survey Klemm, Sanderson, Luffman      1991 The usage and value of mission statements, development process 1, 2, 3 ,4, 5 
Vision content, leaders, survey Larwood, Falbe, Kriger, Miesing    1995 Categories of different leaders vision content, context 1, 4, 5 
Vision, involvement, process Lipton M. 1996 Importance and fall downs  of vision (case) process 1,2,4 
Leadership, vision, process Nanus B.  1992 Importance of vision, leadership and the development process 1, 2, 3 ,4, 5 
Visioning, involvement O'Brien F., Meadows M.  2000 Corporate visioning survey, practice in big finical firms 1, 2, 3 ,4, 5 
Mission, process Pearce II J.A.   1982 A mission development model (2 cases), responsibilities  1, 3, 4, 5 
Mission statement, performance Pearce II J.A., David F.R.    1987 Performance in relation to mission statement (Fortune 500) 1, 2, 5 
Vision, leadership, process Quigley 1993 Importance of vision, leadership and the development process 1, 2, 3 ,4, 5 
Vision, strategy, scenarios Schoemaker P.J.H.    1992 A visioning model (case), use of scenarios, core competences 1, 2, 5 
Learning, vision, system  Senge 1990 Towards a learning organisation, where vision is one part 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
Leadership, vision, process Senge, P.   1994 New' leadership needs to develop motivation visions (Gap) 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
Vision, state and politics Shipley R. 2000 Evaluate were the concept comes from - State and politics 1, 4 
Mission, vision, strategy Simpson D.G. 1998 Critical views on vision, mission, strategy and values 1 
Vision, process, concensus Stewart J. M. 1993 A vision development model (FSV), lift perspective, consensus 1, 2, 4, 5 
Leadership, vision, process Thompson 1997 Importance of vision, leadership and the development process 1, 2, 3 ,4, 5 
Leadership, vision ability Thoms., Greenberger  1998 Testing visioning ability of managers, future orientated learning 1, (5) 
Leadership, vision, strategy Westley F., Mintzberg H.  1989 Importance of vision, leadership and the development process 1, 2, 4, 5 
Vision, process Wilson I. 1992 Production of vision, pitfalls in development and implementation 1, 2, 4, 5 
Visioning, scenarios, strategy Winch G. 1998 A visioning methodology built on scenarios and strategy 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
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CHAPTER 3 – METHODOLOGY 
 
Exhibit 3.1. Dissertation value chain 
 
 
Introduction 
 
So far, this thesis has defined the purpose and the research questions for the study and gone 
through the background literature of corporate visioning. This chapter will describe the 
research process and the research strategy driving this investigation. The purpose of this 
chapter is to provide the underlying logic of the research approach and to describe how this 
study was performed.  
 
This chapter is divided into two parts. First, methodological issues in the social sciences, and 
how this study relates to those issues, will be discussed. Secondly, details on the specific 
research processes, data gathering, and analyses will be given.  Here, problems associated 
with these methods will also be discussed.   
 
 
In chapter 3 the research logic and strategy are presented to inform the reader in how the 
RQ (and SQ) has been addressed in an empirical way. 
Chapter 5 
Discussion and 
conclusion 
- The discussion 
of the research 
Chapter 4 
The results 
- The analysis of 
the empirical 
research 
Chapter 1 
Introduction 
- The introduction         
to the study 
Chapter 2 
The concepts 
of vision 
- The review of 
the literature 
Chapter 3 
Methodology 
- The strategy 
and process of 
the reseach  
Research 
output 
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3.1. A methodological discussion 
 
 
This first part is about the research and methodological issues in management studies and 
social sciences, and will start with a general discussion about research. After this two 
paradigms which are often discussed will be investigated; that of the quantitative and 
qualitative approaches of academic inquiry. These two paradigms will later be demystified. 
Finally, as the background of methodological issues has been addressed this study will 
describe the methodological stances taken to conduct this research.   
 
Knowledge of the world 
 
When entering the literature of the social science research it becomes clear that there is no one 
true, clear-cut definition or approach on how to conduct research in social settings.  This may 
be exemplified by the various dichotomies described in the literature, such as; qualitative-
quantitative (Kvale, 1996), inductive-deductive (Baker, 1999), verification-discovery 
(Gherardi and Turner, 1999) and exploratory-descriptive (Mutchnick and Berg, 1996) 
research. The paradigm of quantitative and qualitative methodologies is often portrayed as 
being based on different assumptions about the world (ontology) and what kind of knowledge 
one can develop of it (epistemology). According to Blaikie (2000) whom argues that writers 
ontological and epistemological issues should be settled before theorising, and that the 
different views will see some social inquiries as legitimate and other as inappropriate. 
According to Hammersley (1999) is the quantitative tradition somewhat based on realism; 
assuming that there is a ‘true’ account of how things really are; that there is an external world 
(ontologically).  The researchers (and individuals) therefore view social reality as external to 
the actors and as a constraint on them which gives a “preference for treating the social order 
as though it were the same as the objects of the natural scientist” (Bryman, 1999b: 44) 
(epistemological level).  The qualitative tradition on the other hand is assumed to be based on 
idealism (Hammersley, 1999). There is an assumption that the external world does not exist 
outside our knowledge, just interpretations of it; and therefore, qualitative research rejects 
every possibility of representing the reality (ontological level). The researcher is therefore 
focused on understandings of the world (epistemological level). This philosophical debate 
exhibits “incompatible views about the way in which social reality ought to be studied” 
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(epistemology), and hence what should be regarded as ‘proper’ knowledge of reality 
(ontology) (Bryman, 1999b: 48).  
 
Every scientific theory is based on the tacit assumption that it is true, the philosophical 
extremes will influence what one would say could be held as true.  From the ’the truth is out 
there’ perspective (realism), when searching for knowledge, the researcher should aim to 
develop this in an ‘objective’ manner, by focusing on the concrete relationships in the external 
social world.  However, the other extreme (idealism) would challenge the “idea that there can 
be any form of ‘objective’ knowledge that can be specified and transmitted in a tangible 
form” (Morgan and Smircich, 1980: 493). Despite these extremes Hammersley (1999) argues 
that this debate is not very fruitful because researchers acknowledge neither extreme. 
Furthermore Blaikie (2000) states that when researchers give into this debate, they become 
trapped in this philosophical debate risk becoming incapable of making a considerable 
contribution to theory. Moreover, Bryman (1999b: 64) claims that “the technical version of the 
debate much more readily accommodate a marriage of the two since it acknowledges the 
respective strengths and weaknesses of the two approaches as methods of data collection”.  
 
The philosophical debate ‘if the world really exists’ and if there is any ‘objective knowledge 
thereof’ ends. The thesis moves in to what these philosophical issues contribute to other 
hierarchical levels1. 
 
The nature of social science 
 
The authors describing the different dichotomies often acknowledge that these are not as 
mutually exclusive as it first appears; furthermore, the different dichotomies are overlapping. 
To investigate the process whereby small and medium-sized companies develop their visions, 
it is important to be aware of the methodologies used in social sciences.  Each methodology 
will have its own version of, and guidelines for conducting an appropriate study. The different 
dichotomies are based on assumptions of which methodology is the most appropriate in how 
                                                 
1
 We must however state, that to be able to conduct research of our kind we must assume that there is such a 
thing as an external world, at least some kind of general understanding of it.  Otherwise, if this was not the case, 
how could one understand what is written here. This thesis would just be a white paper with some black lines 
and dots on it. 
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to conduct science and to develop theories. However, there seems to be a general agreement 
that the purpose of doing social science is to accumulate some sort of knowledge. 
 
According to Bjereld et.al (2002), this knowledge is a quest to develop theory, a theory which 
can lay the ground for developing ‘the good society‘, the purpose of research is therefore to 
understand how the world functions. This is achieved by developing a problematic, questions 
and theories, and this is generally done in the frame of science. According to Bjereld et.al 
(2002) it is exactly this ‘questioning’ and ‘problematising’ that drives science forward and 
ideally towards understanding and clarity of how the world functions.  Developing a 
problematic gives reason to discuss new ways on how to ’view’ reality, and thereby offer new 
and hopefully better general views. That understanding of the world is the ends, and the 
questioning is the means. According to Kvale (1996) there seems to be some expected core 
concept of the meaning of science. ”It is understood that science should produce knowledge, 
and that this knowledge should be new, systematic, and obtained methodologically” (Kvale, 
1996: 60). However, this may seem simple on an abstract level, but depending on the 
researcher's ontological viewpoint this will influence how he or she views knowledge, and 
how he or she will retain this knowledge. One’s ontology will also influence which 
methodologies are deemed to be appropriate for research. This reveals a problematic issue as 
those perspectives often vary.  For example, Gummesson (2000) claims that academic 
reviewers easily become victims of particular methodological approaches that curb their view 
of reality. Although problematic as this area maybe it is important to have a methodological 
awareness that knowledge is built up in different ways depending on the researchers 
perspective. To sensitise ourselves to this we require wider concerns of the different views.  
Furthermore, as Gummesson (2000) argues, methods should be used where they are 
appropriate, and it is not scientific to provide one-sided support for one or another method, 
although this is not unusual in research academic research.  
 
Theory and empirics  
 
No matter which methodological position a researcher adopts, he or she is usually in contact 
with both theory and practice (empirics) in one way or the other.  Researcher’s often stress the 
importance of empirical understanding, for example:  
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“We do not find truth and meaning in social life by watching the world from a distance and 
detaching ourselves from its turmoil, isolating ourselves in ivory towers, just reading what 
well-known philosophers and authorities have said, and elevating science to divine status.”  
(Gummesson, 2000: xi) 
 
This quote by Gummesson (2000) may reflect that some researchers are involved in 
theoretical research, but according to Bjereld et al. (2002) it is a myth that there is such a 
thing as empirical respective theoretical research. Both are needed for making up a science.  
Data collection on its own is not science because as researchers, we need to contrast data with 
theory; the previous theories are the empirical data for so-called theoretical studies. Theory 
and empirics is empty without each other. Good theories are supposed to reflect what happens 
in the real world (Blaikie, 2000). However, Blumer (1999) argues that either the origin or use of 
social theory seems to be geared into its empirical world and it is malfunctioning in its guidance 
of social research inquiry. He further argues for the researchers to “abandon the practice of 
merely interpreting things to fit their theories and instead test their theories. Above all, get them 
to cast their theory into forms which are testable. Have them orient their theory to the vast 
bodies of accumulated research findings and develop theory in the light of such findings” 
(Blumer, 1999: 26). He also claims that theory only gains value for empirical science if 
interconnected with the empirical world. With reference to the literature of visioning, it is 
questionable whether the previous researchers have acknowledged this. 
 
One way to do this is when a theory represents an attempt to formulate an explanation about 
the reality; this theory specifies certain hypotheses that will be tested.  The hypotheses then 
allow us to test the theory in question, but its results, whether the findings are supported or not 
will feedback into the general knowledge about the phenomenon studied (Bryman, 1989). In 
the vision literature there is one known study of this kind (see O’Brian and Meadows, 2000). 
This way reflects one part of what is generally known as the inductive-deductive cycle of 
research. 
 
The inductive-deductive cycle 
 
According to Blaikie (2000) the idea of the inductive-deductive cycle was first developed by 
Wallace (1971), and it was later developed and taken up by other authors. The logic behind 
the idea is that induction and deduction should be combined in an endless cycle and thereby 
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used make explicit links between theory and data.  The general knowledge or theory is 
therefore seen as occurring in a cyclical process, although presenting from opposite logics of 
inquiry, from data generating theory, and testing the theories with data.  
 
Gummesson (2000) argues that “deductive research starts with existing theories and concepts 
and formulates hypotheses that are subsequently tested; its vantage point is received theory”.  
Deductive research primarily tests existing theoretical propositions (Gummesson, 2000: 63- 
64). According to (Mutchnick and Berg, 1996) these studies begin with a priori assumptions 
(before-the-fact reasoning), where the theoretical idea precedes the data collection, then the 
data is collected and the results are generalised to a larger population.  On the other hand, if 
the study begins with post priori assumptions (after the-fact reasoning) the research has an 
inductive approach. 
 
Gummesson (2000) argues that “Inductive research starts with a real-world data, and 
categories, concepts, patterns, models, and eventually, theories emerge from this input”.  
From this, new theory tends to be generated. After this process has started, there is an iteration 
between both deductive and inductive processes (Gummesson, 2000: 63-64). Baker (1999) 
points out that in practice, the distinction between these two notions is difficult to fully 
separate. Furthermore, Blaikie (2000) argues that researchers who adopt deductive research 
strategies, which tend to be more linear than inductive research strategies,  may benefit from 
recognising the overall cyclical character. Similarly, Blaikie (2000) argues that those using an 
inductive approach should recognise that induction cannot stand alone in the development of 
theory.   
 
From the discussion above, this research has a deductive approach as an extensive literature 
review was performed to develop a pre-understanding, and both concepts and measurements 
were derived from this understanding.  In light of methodological understandings gleaned 
from previous studies, the data was later gathered according to established protocol.   
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The quantitative /qualitative divide 
 
Background 
 
Kvale (1996) states that the “founding of the social sciences was closely tied to positivism. 
Comte founded both positivist philosophy and sociology as a science in mid-19th-century 
France. Positivism began as a positive development; it reacted against religious dogma and 
metaphysical speculation and stressed a return to observable data. Positivist science was to 
provide determinate laws of society with possibilities of socially engineering society” (Kvale, 
1996: 61). This lay on the assumption that there are general laws and research was therefore 
aimed at discovering those laws.  According to Sieber (1999), ‘fieldwork’ dominated the 
research arena in social science prior to World War II, which focused work on deviant groups 
where anthropology contributed. After the war the focus shifted into surveys as a 
“consequence of the development of public-opinion polling in the thirties”. The upcoming 
survey methodologies grew in popularity, along with them “emerged a polemic between the 
advocates of the older field methods and the proponents of the newer survey techniques. In 
fact, two methodological subcultures seemed to be in the making-one professing the 
superiority of ‘deep, rich’ observational data and the other the virtues of ‘hard, generalizable’ 
survey data. That the fieldworkers were more vocal about the informational weaknesses of 
surveys than were survey researchers with respect to fieldwork suggests they felt security of 
the latter and the defensive stance of the former” (Sieber, 1999: 1335). “By the 1940s and 50s 
in sociology, psychology and some other fields, quantitative method (in the form of survey 
and experimental research) had become the dominant approach. But since the 1960s there has 
been a revival in the fortunes of qualitative types of research in these disciplines” 
(Hammersley, 1999: 70-71). In organisational research, Morgan and Smircich (1980) 
observed that after dominating in the 1960s and 1970s, quantitative methods lost some 
popularity to qualitative methods. Bryman (1989) is more specific and claims that this 
happened in the early 1970s. The exact time when this may have happened is of less interest, 
the important thing is to reckon that the interest in qualitative methods has increased. 
According to Kvale (1996), this may be due to the fact that qualitative researchers are more 
focused on the understanding of the lived world, which reflects a broader historical and 
cultural questioning, and the construction of social reality instead of the understanding of the 
formalised knowledge systems as often is assumed in quantitative approach. However, as 
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Hammersley (1999) and Arksey and Knight (1999) argue, there is an increased interest in 
combining or even integrating quantitative and qualitative research methods today.   
 
To broaden the conception of the issues associated with combining quantitative and 
qualitative research methods, this thesis now investigates different themes often said to stand 
at this divide. The following investigation will also put this research in perspective by placing 
the consideration of the current study in relation to these themes. 
 
 
Form of data: numbers versus words 
 
One distinction between the qualitative and quantitative methodologies found in the research 
literature, is the use of words versus numbers. In qualitative research, the data that is 
collected, organised and analysed is generally non-numerical in nature (Mutchnick and Berg, 
1996). Quantitative research, on the other hand, gathers numerical, quantifiable data, and is 
used to produce conclusions in numerical form (Arksey and Knight, 1999), and if researchers 
make quantitative claims such as regularly, frequently, often, more, typically they are 
typically into quantitative thinking. But if assigned to true qualitative thinking, one should 
guard against using such language and avoid using such comparisons (Trost, 1997). However, 
qualitative researchers often do not (Hammersley, 1999). The distinction between quantitative 
and qualitative research is therefore misleading on at least two accounts (Bryman, 1989: 24-
25):  “First, qualitative researcher's are not averse to quantification as such, and often include 
some accounting processes in their investigations. Similarity, quantitative research sometimes 
collects qualitative material for their investigations. Second, there is considerably more to this 
contrast then the relative importance of quantitative data and associated data collection 
procedures”  
 
Generalisable theory versus understanding 
 
Depending on ontological and epistemological assumptions described in the previous section, 
the qualitative and quantitative methodological approach differs in focus towards theory.  The 
qualitative approach concentrates on the understanding of the social world, the thinking and 
behaviour of individuals, groups, organisations in special situations. The focus is on how they 
will interpret their social environment and the data is therefore deep and rich in detail 
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[Bryman (1989), Bryman (1999b Arksey and Knight (1999)]. The interpretation of the 
information gathered is analysed from the researchers view (Holme and Solvang, 1991). The 
quantitative approach on the other hand focuses on the general, and assumes objectivity in the 
process of contributing to theory.  The information gathered is limited in detail, but carries a 
sense of width (Holme and Solvang, 1991). The process of treating the data is often 
structured and law-bound under statistical rules compared to qualitative approaches which 
are more unstructured and flexible. The different approaches have different focuses, and 
their individual limitations are found in the others strengths. The qualitative approach may 
be seen as subjective and lacks generality while the quantitative is too general and lacks 
deeper understanding.  
 
Pre-understanding 
 
In reference to earlier discussions on the debate about inductive and deductive research, it 
has been argued that quantitative research is deductive in its approach and qualitative 
research inductive (Blaikie, 2000). Considering the focus of each research strategy 
(generalisable theory versus understanding) this becomes clear. By linking these to the 
deductive inductive circle it becomes clear that both are needed for closing the circle. The 
deductive/quantitative research needs a pre-understanding, and the qualitative/inductive needs 
to be verified against the empirical world. In the quest ‘to understand how the world 
functions’ (and in this context of investigating the process whereby SMEs develop their 
visions) this research should therefore follow a deductive approach.  
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The most common characteristics of quantitative and qualitative research are summarised 
below (Table 3.1).   
 
Table 3.1 Quantitative vs. qualitative research  
(Adopted from Bryman, 1999b: 36-49)  
 
 
 
 
  
Quantitative Qualitative 
(1) Role of qualitative  research preparatory 
means to exploration of  
actors interpretations 
(2) 
Relationship between 
researcher and subject 
distant close 
(3) 
Researchers stance in 
relation to subject 
outsider insider 
(4) 
Relationship between 
theory/concepts and research 
confirmation emergent 
(5) Research strategy structured unstructured 
(6) Scope of findings nomothetic ideographic 
(7) Image of social reality 
static and external to 
actor 
processual and  socially 
 constructed by actor 
(8) Nature of data hard, reliable rich, deep 
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Choice of approach 
 
An examination of the nature of research in the social science is a critical step to be able to 
conduct solid research because, as described in a previous section, different perspectives lead 
to different research process. However, in this choice between the different data collection 
techniques it is also important to reconcile the research purpose and the research questions 
underlying the academic investigation.  Different kinds of research questions call for different 
research strategies. According to Yin (1994) it is appropriate to use survey research when the 
questions are in the form of: who, what, where, how many, and how much. When the 
considering our purpose and research questions these categories are in line with those (see 
Yin (1994:4-9) for further details). Furthermore, these questions may lend them self’s to 
transformed into questionnaires (see also section about survey methodology). 
 
Moreover, as this research study seeks to investigate the process by which SMEs develop 
their visions and make comparisons between different types of firms, by giving extra 
emphasis to national contexts to ‘see’ if they have any influence on vision development; a 
‘wide study’, as in the case of a survey, is required to meet this aim.  Furthermore, as literature 
provides various models on how to develop visions (and similar concepts such as mission), a 
research opportunities arise to inform theory on how well these prescriptive models fit real data. 
This study therefore follows a deductive approach as the theory or propositions are verified 
against reality.  
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3.2. Research strategy and procedure 
 
This section will move from a general discussion about qualitative and quantitative methods 
to the specifics of this study.  The previous section discussed the challenges posed by the 
qualitative / quantitative divide and showed each methodology as having advantages and 
disadvantages. In contrast to this, here, this part will describe the logical path from 
development of research question to data collection. 
 
 
In short, this study follows a deductive approach as an extensive literature review was 
conducted in the area of corporate visioning, the context of small and medium-sized 
companies and the specific cultural dimensions of Scotland and Sweden.  From this literature, 
research questions were developed in order to address the purpose of this study.  These were 
then operationalised and the empirical investigation was started. Two surveys were 
conducted, one in Sweden, one in Scotland, to find out how the theories in the literature fitted 
with the real world. 
 
Operationalisation of the research questions 
 
From concept to research questions 
 
The interests of corporate vision emerged during wider readings in the area of strategic 
management. As the strategy literature has a ‘helicopter perspective’ on organisations, 
interlinking other disciplines in management into a coherent whole, it became striking how 
important the overriding goal should be in this context.  This study therefore started to dig 
deeper into literature discussing these issues and after an overview found the concept of 
vision.  The writers and researchers often stated the importance of vision for organisations, 
especially during times of change.  However, it became clear that most literature written about 
visions had a rather prescriptive nature. Furthermore, the literature revealed different clusters 
of categories in which the variations were somewhat contradicting and lacked empirical 
investigation.  If this concept was so important, why was there still so little empirical research 
done? 
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The research journey therefore started by structuring the literature to stake out the gaps and 
differences in the theoretical perspectives. The purpose and research question was thus 
developed in light of these explorations. To fulfil the purpose and answer the research 
question, a set of sub-questions were developed which also served to provide a suitable 
structure for the rest of the thesis a general structure for this thesis. Nonetheless, as the vision 
literature varied in relation to these sub research questions it became clear that the study 
would have much to gain from a cross-country comparison to see if issues of the national 
characteristics undergird those variations as implicitly implied in the literature.  Furthermore, 
considering the fact that Collins and Porras (1998) conducted a large investigation on 11 big 
visionary companies in the US, and O’Brian and Meadows (2001) made a study in the context 
of big firms in UK; even though Mintzberg (1995) argued that it is especially small and 
entrepreneurial firm that are visionary, the study of SMEs is still relatively under explored, 
thus leaving a significant gap in the literature.  This study follows a deductive approach as the 
research purpose and especially research questions were developed from the literature and the 
empirical study was done after these questions had been operationalised. 
 
Operationalisation 
 
According to Blaikie (2000) the term ‘operationalisation’ usually refers to the use of 
deductive research strategies. Operationalisation refers to the process whereby the abstract 
theoretical concepts are translated into measures suitable for empirical investigation; often in 
the form of different hypotheses to see if different relationships exist (Bryman, 1989, Bryman, 
1990, Blaikie, 2000). on this, it is important that we define the concepts appropriately, by 
conducting a solid literature review which defines the underlying dimensions and aspects and 
research-question, as these are set on a priori grounds (Bryman, 1990) and cannot be changed 
after the data has been collected. The operational step is essential to ensure the validity of this 
or any similar study, and as described in the previous paragraph, we developed the research 
questions in the light of the literature review.  However, the research questions are not 
appropriate to apply on our empirical level as they are too general and broad, especially for a 
survey. Sub- questions were therefore developed which were supposed to display the variety 
suitable for a survey questionnaire. This was done by re-examining the literature and 
developing questions in direct light of the varieties. Some questions were taken directly from 
the vision literature (e.g. Nanus, 1992; Collins and Porras, 1998; O’Brian and Meadows, 
2000, 2001), the literature on national culture (e.g. Hofstede, 1980, 1991), the general 
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strategic management literature (e.g. Johnson and Scholes, 1993), and the literature on SMEs 
(e.g. Storey, 1994; Thompson and Strickland, 1998). The vision, national culture, strategic 
management and SME literatures were mainly used to develop questions about the general 
characteristics of the firms and their context, such as their external and internal environment. 
The vision literature provided the specific questions. Questions were also developed on 
characteristics of the respondent and what he or she thought of the questionnaire. During the 
question formulation stage, consideration was given to what types of analysis would be 
carried and how the results would be presented. Finally, questions were developed to ensure 
that all aspects of the research were covered (for a revisit see table 3.2). 
 
Table 3.2. Links between research question, literature, questionnaire question(s) and result 
part(s) 
 
 
Construction of the questionnaires 
 
After (as described in previous paragraph) developing specific questions from the literature 
needed to put these into a suitable format for collecting our data. As this study employs a 
survey methodology consideration was needed on levels of structure. The survey needed to be 
highly structured compared, too for example, in-depth interviews (see. Kvale, 1996, Trost, 
1997). First, structured answers are most likely to be completed by the respondent (Baker, 
Research sub-questions Literature part(s) 
Questionnaire 
question(s) Result part(s) 
1. How do SMEs define their visions? 
 2.1 Terminology 7-19   4.1 
2. Why do they develop or have a vision? 
 2.2 The function 
of vision 41-42   4.2 
3. In what context did they develop their visions? 
 2.3 When is the 
vision developed   20-23  4.3 
4. Where and by whom is the vision developed? 
 2.4 Where is it 
developed? 2.4b  
Who develops 
the vision?  24,33/34-39  4.4 
5 a. What kind of process and techniques were/are 
used in the development of the vision? 
2.5 The 
development 
process   24-29,32  4.5 
5 b. What internal and external factors do they 
consider? 
 2.5 The 
development 
process   31,32  4.5 
6. What differences could be found between Scottish 
and Swedish SMEs?  
 
 
Overlapping 
all sections 
Overlapping 
all sections 
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1999), second, as it is easier in the process of analysing the results, and third, can help by 
clarifying questions for the respondent (Bryman, 1989).   
When designing the questionnaire the questions were first rearranged into a more logical 
sequence, suitable for both companies with or without visions. Second, the questions was 
rephrased with help of questionnaire construction literature (Baker (1999), Bryman (1989), 
Wärneryd (1990), Scheaffer et.al. (1990) so that they were unambiguous, clear, and simple. 
Thirdly, the layout was put into a suitable format, to increase the credibility of the 
investigation and increase the response rate. In a final stage one version was translated into 
Swedish.  
 
For a critique of the questionnaires and the questions therein, members of University of St 
Andrews in different rounds was consulted; at that time PhD candidates: Swapnesh Masrani 
Rachel Doern, Joirgis Kritsotakis and Brad Mackay. Also from the University of Gothenburg, 
at that time PhD candidates: Jonas Flodén and Anders Rimstedt, (School of economics and 
commercial law) and Magnus Roos (Department of Psychology). Finally, a pilot study was 
conducted of the 30 companies in Sweden, and concluded that a shorter version was needed, 
as the only major critique from the respondents was that it was too long. Otherwise the 
general opinion was that the questionnaire was good. See table 3.2 for the link between 
research questions and the specific research questions. See also appendix D and E for details 
of the final questionnaires. 
 
In the final operationalisational stage a code-book was developed to facilitate data entry and 
for verification, but also for assigned level of scale for later analyses. These codes were 
assigned after the questions have been developed and considered for the level of scaling and 
analysis. Interval and ratio Scales were preferred because of their strength in the later data 
analyses. However, both ordinal and nominal scales was used, especially in the more 
categorical and descriptive parts (for more detail on scales se e.g. Aczel (1992)). 
 
The final questionnaires took in general 15 to 20 minutes to answer, depending if they had a 
vision or not. Few filled in the questions in just five minutes, and for one respondent it took as 
long as one hour. The Swedish questionnaire had 72 questions with 254 coded variables and 
the Scottish had 57 questions and 275 variables. For further details see appendix 4 and 5. 
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Data collection procedure 
 
After developed the tools for gathering the information in form of general questions and a 
questionnaire the study turns to the specifics of the data collection methodologies. The pursuit 
of gaining the needed information survey methodology was employed. The general and the 
specifics of this investigation technique are described here. 
 
The survey methodology 
 
The survey design is perhaps the most used data gathering technique in social science; 
however, it is better described as the research design which is categorised by its structured 
method of data collection. According to De Vaus (1996) has a survey two distinguished 
features: the data are in the form of variables and the methods is structured and systematic. 
Herzog (1996) claims that it is important to have structure when the aim is to have 
consistency across situations. The same questions (especially when using questionnaires) may 
therefore be asked to numerous respondents, which will allow us to make comparisons 
between respondents, which is one of the aims of this study. However, in-depth interviews, 
telephone interviews, content analyses and so forth can also be used (de Vaus, 1996). Survey 
research “is almost always conducted in order to provide a quantitative picture of the units in 
question, hence the widespread tendency to associate survey with quantitative research 
(Bryman, 1989. p. 106). The quantitative data facilitate for statistical manipulation which 
helps the process of analyses.   
 
As described in the general section about research methodologies, quantitative and therefore 
survey methods aims to provide an objective investigation whereby generalisations may be 
done.  In this process which is often deductive, the survey methodology has an emphasis on 
validity and reliability.  To create a valid study it is important to have a pre-understanding and 
that these are transferred into the measurements of the questionnaire. Furthermore, Herzog 
(1996) states, in particular the problems of wording and arranging the survey items. This 
process is referred to as operationalisation and for this study been described in the previous 
section. A second major concern is to getting an appropriate sample from a pre-determined 
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population (Herzog, 1996). The survey involves making inference about population (Scheaffer 
at al. 1990) which refers to the investigations reliability. 
 
The down side of the surveys is that of quantitative data as described earlier, that it seldom 
lends itself to portray the different meanings respondent’s attributes to their actions as 
qualitative approaches claim. The quantification may not be suitable for some questions, as in 
deep and complex situations and where exploration is the main focus. 
 
The general advantages with a questionnaire survey is that, it is economical, generates great 
deal of information in short periods of time, can be dealt with when the respondent finds it 
suitable and may provide more trustworthy accounts compared to other studies (Mutchnick 
and Berg, 1996). It may be this less time-consuming and irritating for the respondents, and 
compared to interviews cheaper if there is a lot or respondents and they are geographically 
despaired (Bryman, 1989). However, questionnaire survey have some main drawbacks; it 
lacks depth compared too other data collection techniques, and no deviation from the 
questions is possible (Mutchnick and Berg, 1996). Furthermore, one can never be certain who 
has answered questionnaire and perhaps most important yield low response rates, especially 
when sent to firms (Bryman, 1989). This is essential, because the non-respondents may differ 
from the respondents, which then may introduce a bias of the sample and therefore may make 
wrongful or weak conclusions. 
 
The Swedish survey 
 
After developing the questionnaire we turned to the first empirical study, that of Sweden. The 
aim was that the Scottish survey should be a later duplicate of the Swedish. However, some 
minor adjustments were needed as described in the next section. The Swedish survey 
provided the first validation of the questionnaire and of the whole study, therefore 
considerable time and effort was put into making it right. As described in the 
operationalisation section of this chapter a pilot study of 30 companies was conducted to 
validate the study.  
 
210 small and medium-sized companies were included in each survey. 30 were chosen to 
conduct the pilot study. This number was chosen because both time and resources were 
limited, as such; the number is based on economic and feasibility considerations. It is 
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generally accepted that, depending on the heterogeneity of the population, the larger the 
sample, the greater the accuracy of the study. Mutchnick and Berg (1996) argue for a 
minimum of 150 subjects, but if greater statistical reliability is needed, then up to 1500 
subjects should be used.   
 
As the purpose was to investigate SMEs, it was necessary to consider the skewed  distribution 
of these companies. There are many times more ‘micro-firms’ then ‘medium-sized firms’, and 
if a random sample of these was drawn, it would end up almost exclusively with ‘micro-
firms’. To deal with this issue a stratified sample selection with three stratums was selected. 
As described in chapter three there are numerous categorisations of SMEs; and which chosen 
is of second order. A decision was made to adopt the same categorisation as Storey (1994), 
where he describes ‘micro-firms’ as having less then 10 employees, ‘small firms’ with 10 but 
less than 100 employees and finally ‘medium-sized companies’ with between 100 and 500 
employees. In each of these categories 70 firms were included of which 10 were included in 
the pilot study, thus a disproportional stratified sample. It is important to note that this limits 
conclusions made about SMEs as a single category. However, if that would be the aim, each 
category could be weighted against the real proportions. Nevertheless, in this study the 
purpose was to find theoretical indications and the size of the firm is one of those variables 
that may influence the visioning process. 
 
The sample frames for each category was developed by using ‘Företagsfakta (‘company facts’ 
in English) which is the database including information of all firms in Sweden (accessed from 
Gothenburg University library). In ‘Företagsfakta’ the sample frames for each category was 
gained by specifying the number of employees. By letting ‘Microsoft Excel’ develop random 
numbers and then multiplying this random number with the number of firms in each sample 
frame a list of the companies to include in each stratum was gained.  From this, the firms 
included in this study were selected on a random basis, which is a preposition for an objective 
and scientific study (Bryman, 1989, 1990, Lynn, 1996, Blaikie, 2000). Still, the database 
may contain minor bias due to the time lag between database construction and the date of 
sample selection, because some companies may end up in bankruptcy, being merged or 
acquired, or there may have been deaths and births. (For more information about sampling 
see Scheafer et al. (1990)).   
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‘Företagsfakta’ provided the mail addresses to the companies and in most cases the names of 
the CEO (‘VD’ in Swedish). In some cases especially smaller firms, it is not necessary to 
have a formal CEO. However, in the cases which did not have the CEO’s name, ‘CEO’ was 
added on a separate line in the addresses to the companies. 
 
During of the ninth week in 2002, the pilot study was sent out to the 30 chosen companies to 
establish credibility for the questionnaire. However, it became clear that the respondents 
thought it was too long so a shorter version was developed by removing less important 
questions. Apart from this issue, no other problems were reported with the questionnaire. The 
layout of the questionnaire was also reconsidered to make it seem shorter.  
 
The Swedish questionnaire proved to be satisfactory. However two questions proved to be 
difficult to deal with when it came to analyses; question 38 and 47. These were therefore 
reworked; question 38 was split into two (question 30 and 31 in the Scottish questionnaire) 
and the answers to question 47 were alternated, i.e. the scaling was changed (compare to 
question 40 in the Scottish questionnaire). Furthermore, the structure was considered once 
again to make it more spacious and appear shorter. The wording of the Scottish questionnaire 
and the cover letter was also re-examined by peers at the University of St Andrews as 
mentioned before.  
 
The final questionnaire was sent out to the other companies during week 16 of 2002. Two 
weeks later a first reminder (including a new questionnaire) was sent out to the companies 
that had up to the date not answered the questionnaire. However, buy this time it was sent out 
from Scotland as the Scottish survey was also sent out. A second reminder in form of a 
postcard was sent out two weeks further down the line. 
 
The questionnaires were sent out along with a cover letter and a prepaid envelope.  The cover 
letter introduced the respondents to the purpose of the research project and to ‘us as the 
researchers’ as a way to make the study legitimised. It was also written to persuade the 
respondents to complete the survey by explaining their importance of the respondents’ 
opinion and his or her contribution for the research project. The covering letter explained that 
the answers would remain anonymous and confidential, and treated in accordance with 
academic norms.  Furthermore, an alumni association of the University of St. Andrews was 
used to increase the credibility of the investigation, and a summary report of the investigation 
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was promised as an extra incitement for the respondent to complete the questionnaire. See 
appendix 4 and 5 for further details. 
 
The Scottish survey 
 
The Scottish survey was conducted in the similar fashion as the Swedish but in week 26 of 
2002. However, there were some slight differences. First, some alterations were made to the 
questionnaire (as previous discussed). Second it proved difficult to get the sample frames 
similar to the Swedish survey because the only all-inclusive sample frame available was that 
of the tax authorities. However, it proved less successful to gain this as they do not share that 
information, not even for scientific purposes of the present kind.  This issue was needed to be 
worked around in a pragmatic matter. First, a sample frame and postal addresses for medium-
sized and relatively large smaller firms could be drawn from a European database ‘Amadeus’ 
(accessed from Gothenburg University library). It is impossible to know how this differs from 
the real population of medium-sized and small firms; still, it could be a good approximation 
as to the number of firms in those sizes was not that unlikely when compared to the Swedish 
frames. The sample frames for the small and medium-sized firms was chosen thus. The 
random selection in each of these stratums was made in the same way as for the Swedish 
study. However, when it came to getting a sample frame of the Micro firms the choice was to 
work from the ‘Yellow Pages’ (UK) as they had all the addresses and telephone numbers of 
potential firms. And when considering the distribution of the sizes of the firms, it was most 
likely to have chosen firms on a random basis as these would be in the category of Micro 
firms.  Furthermore, the Yellow Pages could just provide the frames over the different regions 
in Scotland, so a ‘cluster sample’ was drawn.  Three regions were selected in which a random 
basis a sample of altogether 75 firms could be drawn, because by chance few of these may not 
be in the category of ‘Micro firms’. 70 of these were finally included in the sample. 
 
The Scottish questionnaire was sent out in the same way as the Swedish but with some 
notable differences. First, the time frame, i.e., the Swedish survey was conducted in 
April/May and the Scottish in June/July 2002. Secondly, the Scottish pilot study showed that 
the questionnaire was suitable, so no alterations were made before the main survey was 
conducted. Thirdly, the addresses on the return-envelope for the Scottish survey was 
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addressed to the University of St Andrews, compared to the researchers own home-address 
for the Swedish survey.  
 
 70 
3.3. Conclusion 
 
Exhibit 3.2. Dissertation value chain 
 
 
 
This chapter has described the logical path of this study. The chapter started with a discussion 
of research in the social science which helped lay the foundation for the chosen research 
approach. It was established that there are different approaches to conduct research in the 
social science, and the choice of approach depends on factors such as the researcher 
perspective of reality, the amount of pre-understanding of the phenomena studied and the type 
of research questions. Considering these factors, the deductive approach seems to be the most 
appropriate for investigating the phenomenon of interest.    
 
The second part of this chapter went on to discuss the specifics of the research strategy, and 
the logical path from operationalisation to data collection. In short, this study follows a 
deductive approach as an extensive literature review was conducted in the area of corporate 
visioning. From this literature the research questions were developed to fulfil the purpose of 
this study. These were then operationalised and the empirical investigation started. Two 
surveys (one in Sweden and one in Scotland) were then conducted to find how theories in the 
literature fitted with the real world. The following chapter will present the results and analysis 
from these two surveys.  
 
In chapter 3 the research logic and strategy are presented to inform the reader on how 
the RQ (and SQ) has been addressed in an empirical way. 
 
Chapter 5 
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Chapter 4 
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CHAPTER 4 – THE RESULTS  
 
Exhibit 4.1. Dissertation value chain 
 
 
The purpose of this chapter is to analyse and present the empirical information gained from 
the mail survey study. The chapter is divided into seven sections where the first six respond to 
one of the research questions, and the last section is a summary of the main findings of this 
part of the study. The six first sections in this chapter which also respond too the SQ (research 
sub-questions) and are structured as: 
4.1 – How the SME’s define their vision? 
4.2 - Why do they develop or have visions? 
4.3 - In what context did they develop their visions? 
4.4 - Where is the vision developed? 
4.5 – Who is involved in the process of developing visions? 
4.6 – How was the vision developed? 
Each of these sections will also include comparisons and analysis of the difference between 
SME’s of different sizes and of the Scottish and Swedish firms (SQ 6). 
 
 
In this chapter the analysed data from the empirical study are presented to inform the 
RQ (and SQ) in how SME’s in real life develop their visions.  
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and process of 
the reseach  
Research 
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4.1 How the SME’s define their vision 
 
In this section we will describe and analyse the results from the survey research concerning 
the research question: 
How the SME’s define their vision? 
 
This section is divided into two parts.  The first examines those companies that claimed to 
have a stated or written vision, the second part deals with other concepts which may be 
categorised as visions but not so by the respondents. Each section first describes the 
commonality of having a vision and later how those are stated and what is their focus.  
 
Note: To ease the reading, all the statistical calculations and tables have been omitted to 
appendix 1.1. The structure of the appendix is the same as this chapter to simplify reference.  
 
The Company have a stated or written vision  
 
Figure 4.1.1 - The Company has a stated or written vision 
The Company have a stated or written vision 
Yes
62,7%
No
30,0%
Do not know
7,3%
Yes
No
Do not know
 
 
The results from the survey in Scotland and Sweden revealed that it is quite common that 
small and medium-sized companies has a stated or written vision, as 62.7 percent claimed to 
have one.  30 percent of the respondents stated that they didn't have a stated or written vision 
and 7.3 percent answer that they didn't know if they got a vision or not (see figure 4.1.1).   
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Figure 4.1.2 - Nationality differences if they have a stated or written vision  
 
Nationality differences if they have a stated or written vision 
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When comparing the Scottish to Swedish SME's the results show that it seems that Swedish 
firms to a higher degree have a stated or written vision, 66.7 compared to 54.9 percent for 
Scottish firms (see table 4.1.2.  However, the results were not significant at a satisfactory level 
according to Pearson chi-square (.212). We could therefore not claim that Swedish firm has a 
stated or written vision to a greater extent in relation to the Scottish. It should also be stated 
that Scottish respondents more often clamed to not know if they had a vision or not, 11,8% in 
relation to 5,1% for Swedish firms.  
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Figure 4.1.3 - The firm's size influence on having a stated or written vision  
 
The firm's size  influence  on hav ing a stated or written v ision 
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From table 4.1.3 we can read that the larger the Company is, the more likely it is they  have a 
stated or written vision.  The results show that 79,7 percent of Medium-sized firms (with 100 
or more employees) have a stated or written vision compared to 56,3 percent for Small firms 
(with 10 to 99 employees) and 42,1 percent for Micro firms (with less than 10 employees).  
Using Pearson chi-square test this was significant at 0,003 level. 
 
 75 
How the vision is stated 
 
Figure 4.1.4 - How the vision is stated 
 
How the vision is stated
13,8
85,1
18,1
2,1
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90
100
A picture Words Behaviour standard Other
Pe
rc
en
t
 
 
When the respondents answered the question; how their visions were stated?  The most 
frequent answer was that it was written in words, 85.1 percent.  However, 13 .8% answered 
that it was in form of the picture and 18.1 percent claimed it was in form of behavioural 
standards. Only 2.1 percent claimed it was in another form. It is important to note that the 
answers are not mutually exclusive as a respondent, for example, answered that it was both in 
forum of a picture and written in words.  When testing if there was a difference between 
Scottish and Swedish firms or difference depending on size, no significant differences were 
found. 
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Figure 4.1.5 - How the vision is written 
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The visions were most frequently (52.3 percent) written as a "memorable statement", however 
in 21.6 percent of the cases was in a form of a short metaphor and in the 13.6 percent it was 
written as a slogan.  Furthermore, 18 .2% of the respondents claimed it was in another format. 
From those that included a description we could find some variety, for example; a series of 
pictures, detailed, page of text, descriptive, a program declaration, as a working plan, as a 
mission statement, as a business plan/value statement. It could therefore be stated that there is 
a variation in how the companies visions are of written, however no differences could be 
found between companies in Sweden and Scotland or of different sizes. 
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Characteristics of the visions 
 
Figure 4.1.6 - The strategic focus of the vision 
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Customer focus and market share growth was the main strategic focus of the visions (73.1 and 
61.7 percent respectively).  Innovation was the third most common answer with 37.2 percent 
and regional growth was the fourth most common answer with 25.6 percent.  Few companies 
answered that “Mergers/Partnership/Joint venture” (12.9 percent) and “Cost” (11.8 percent) 
was the visions strategic focus.  17.7 percent answered that the strategic focus of their visions 
was something else. Examples of these were; finance without loan, human development, 
patent orientation, market growth, an attractive working place, number of employees, good 
for society, profit through efficiency, acquisitions, the long-term view, expropriation of 
property assets and brand equity, growth. 
 
When testing if the companies of different sizes had visions with different strategic focus, no 
significant difference could be found. However, when referring to national differences the 
Scottish firms seem to have higher frequency on each answer alternative with an exception to 
‘innovation’ where Swedish and the Scottish seems to be score the same.  When ranking the 
different nationalities strategic focus we can see a clear difference. Both the Scottish and 
Swedish firms’ visions focused mostly on customer focus then on market share growth, but 
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regional growth came in third place for Scottish firms which for Swedish firms came on 
fourth place.  Innovation came as the fourth most common strategic focus for the Scottish 
firms whereas it came on third place for the Swedish firms.  When looking at individual 
factors there is a significant difference on “Regional growth” (0,002), 
“Mergers/Partnership/Joint venture” (0,017) and “Customer focus” (0,028).  
 
Figure 4.1.7 - If the vision is of a positive or negative kind 
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From figure 4.1.7 we could see that the firm’s visions in 98.9 percent were of a positive kind 
(defined as what the company wants to achieve). Only one respondent claimed it to be 
negative (defined as what the company wants to avoid).  No one answered that it was neither 
negative nor positive.  
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The companies visions in relation to other definitions/strategic directions 
 
Table 4.1.1 - The company’s visions in relation to other definitions/strategic directions 
  
 The firms got a stated or written vision 
 
 Yes No or don’t know Total 
The Company have a clear long-term 
goal Yes  62,0% 19,7% 81,7% 
  
No or don’t know 4,2% 14,1% 18,3% 
The Company have an idea of what it 
attempts to achieve or become in the 
future  Yes  64,1% 24,6% 88,7% 
  
No or don’t know 2,1% 9,2% 11,3% 
The Company have a sense of direction 
where it is heading Yes  66,0% 25,5% 91,5% 
  
No or don’t know 0,7% 7,8% 8,5% 
The Company have a strategic intent Yes  18,0% 5,0% 23,0% 
  
No or don’t know 47,5% 29,5%% 77,0% 
 
In table 4.1.1 we can see that it is quite common that the companies have a clear long-term 
goal as 81,7 % of the respondents claimed to have one.  However, 23.0 % had a specific goal 
to accomplish relative to a competitor or other company (strategic intent, see questionnaire in 
the appendix).  Furthermore, we can conclude that most of the companies (88.7 %) have an 
idea what they attempt to achieve or become in the future. Even more companies (91.5 %) 
claimed to have a sense of direction where they are heading. 
 
When comparing nationalities and these concepts we could not find any significant difference, 
except that Swedish firms more often had a strategic intent. If the comparison was focused on 
the size of the firms, we found similar results as with a stated or written vision. The bigger the 
firm the more likely it is that “The Company has a clear long-term goal” and “The Company 
has an idea of what it attempts to achieve or become in the future”.   65,6 % of the Micro 
firms had a clear long term goal, where as this percentage was 79,4 % for Small firms and 
90,2 % for Medium sized firms. This difference was significant at 0,02 level according to 
Pearson’s chi-square. In referens  to if the companies had an idea of what it attempts to 
achieve or become in the future the percentage was as follows: 78,1 % for Micro firms, 85,3% 
for Small firms and 96,7 % for Medium sized firms. This difference was significant at 0,018 
level. See Appendix 4.1 for details. 
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There seems to be a relationship between, if the Companies have clear long-term goals and a 
stated and written vision. The companies that had a written or stated vision were also likely to 
have a clear long term goal, which may indicate that these are similar concepts. This 
relationship is supported with Pearson’s chi-square (significant level 0.000). The vision also 
seemed to be related to ‘The Company have an idea of what it attempts to achieve or become 
in the future’ and ‘The Company have a sense of direction where it is heading’. This was 
indicated with Pearson’s chi-square (significant level 0.000) for both. However, we could not 
find any significant results with ‘the concept of strategic intent’ in relation to vision.  
 
How the definitions/strategic directions is stated 
 
Figure 4.1.8 - How the definitions/strategic directions is stated 
 
How the long term goal or strategic direction is stated
4,4
67,5
23
6,2
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
A picture Words Behaviour standard Other
Pe
rc
e
n
t
 
 
The long-term goal of strategic direction was most frequently stated in the form of words 
(67.5%), however almost one fourth (23%) claimed it was in the form of behaviour standards.  
Only 4.4 percent claimed it was in the form of a picture.  Respondents that claimed it was in 
another format were relative few (6.2 %) (See figure 4.1.8).  When comparing these results to 
how the companies stated their visions we find that the distribution is the same. However, the 
stated or written visions were more likely to be in the form of words or a picture while the 
long term goal or strategic direction more often was in the form of behavioural standards. 
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Figure 4.1.9 - How the definitions/strategic directions is written 
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In figure 4.1.9 we can se that of those long-term goals or strategic directions which are 
written, 43.2 percent are in the form of a ’memorable statement’ and 22.2 percent is written as 
a ’short metaphor’. 13.6 percent claimed it was in the form of a slogan. One fifth (21%) of the 
respondents claimed it was written in another format such as: as a business plan, business 
strategy, mission statement, simple text, a document, a set of the aims.  The pattern follows 
that of visions (stated or written) but a ‘memorable statement’ was less frequent, 52.3 
compared to 43.2 percent. Furthermore, it was slightly more likely to be written in an ‘other’ 
format (21.0 compared to 18.2 percent), and these seemed to be more in the form of a 
business plan or business strategy (however, it is important to note that this is based on very 
few observations). 
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Characteristics of the long term goal or strategic direction 
 
Figure 4.1.10 - The strategic focus of the long term goal or strategic direction 
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In figure 4.1.10 we can read that the strategic focus of the long term goals or strategic 
direction was mainly focused on ‘market share growth’ and ‘customer focus’, 64.5 and 59.6 
percent respectively. Innovation and Regional growth was mentioned from about one third of 
the companies (32.7 and 32.1 percent respectively). Few companies answered that “Cost” 
(20,2 %) and “Mergers/ Partnership/ Joint venture” (15,6 %) was the strategic focus.  19,2 
percent answered that the strategic focus of their long term goals or strategic direction was 
something else. Examples of these were; personal development, financial results, results 
orientation, a positive view of people, the best in our market, good for society, to solve a 
problem, profitability, a taste experience, as a base for salary, public flotation, maintaining the 
business, expropriation of property assets and brand equity. 
 
Analysis of the differences in the focus varied amongst firms of different sizes showed that no 
significant difference could be found. However, if comparing the Scottish with Swedish firms 
some differences could be found. Overall, the Scottish firms seemed to have scored higher on 
each individual factor except from ’Other’. Furthermore there seemed to be a difference in 
ranking the commonality of each factor. Market share growth was the most common factor 
next to customer focus for both Scottish and Swedish firms. However for Scottish firms 
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regional growth was in third place and innovation in fourth.  For the Swedish firms it was the 
other way around, although the Swedish firms scored almost the same for ‘Innovation’ and 
‘Regional growth’.  When testing if there was a significant difference on each individual 
factor we found significant differences in ‘market share growth’ (0,022) but the most striking 
is the difference between the Scottish and the Swedish firms on the “Mergers/ Partnership/ 
Joint venture” focus.  34.2 percent of the Scottish firms declared this as their focus but only 
5.6 percent of the Swedish. The significant level was 0.000.  
 
When comparing these results with that of those whom had a stated or in written vision we 
can see that it follows the same pattern.  ‘Market share growth’ and ‘customer focus’ are the 
predominant focus followed by ‘regional growth’ and ‘innovation’.  However, for stated or 
written vision ‘customer focus’ was most common followed by ‘market share growth’ (73,1 in 
respect to 61,7).  For the long-term goal or strategic direction it was the other way around 
(59,6 in respect to 64,5). Furthermore, ’regional growth’ and ‘costs’ seemed to be more 
frequent and ‘innovation’ less frequent focus of the long-term goal or strategic direction 
compared to a stated or written vision.  However, these differences were small. 
 
4.1.11 - If the goal or strategic direction is of a positive or negative kind 
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From figure 4.1.7 we can read that the firm’s strategic goal or directions were almost 
exclusively (93 %) of a positive kind (defined as what the company wants to achieve) whereas 
7% of their respondents claimed it was neither of a positive or negative kind. None answered 
that it was a negative kind (defined as what the company wants to avoid).  Also, no significant 
difference between the size of the firms or nationality could be found. 
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4.2. The function of the vision 
 
In this section we will describe and analyse the results from the survey research concerning 
the research question: 
Why do they develop or have visions? 
 
This section is divided into two parts.  The first part examine why the Scottish companies 
developed visions, the second why the Swedish firms developed their visions.   
 
Note: To ease the reading has all the statistical calculation and tables have been omitted to 
appendix 1.2. The structure of the appendix is the same as this chapter to simplify reference.  
 
Why the firms developed or have a vision  
 
Figure 4.2.1 - Why the SME's developed the vision (Scottish firms) 
 
Why the SME's developed the vision (Scottish)
16
14 1
5
9
16
4 3
20
3
21
11
14
4
20
2
9
15
3
21
15
7
3
15
6 5
14
3
20
14
10
4
17
5 6
15
3
0
5
10
15
20
25
Inc
re
as
e 
pe
rfo
rm
an
ce
Mo
tiva
te 
sta
ff
Str
ate
gic
 
thi
nk
ing
Lif
t p
er
spe
ctiv
e
Th
ink
ing
 
an
d f
oc
us
 
on
 
lon
g-t
er
m
Ap
pe
ar
an
ce
 
to 
ex
ter
na
ls
Cre
ate
 
a 
co
m
m
on
 
ide
nti
ty
Se
t a
 
dir
ec
tio
n
Inc
re
as
e 
fle
xib
ility
o
f t
o
ta
l p
er
ce
n
ta
ge
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
 
Note: Each country were analysed individually due to differences in scales. The Scottish firms 
were asked to distribute 100 points on the different factors, while the Swedish rated each 
factor on a 1 to 5 point scale (se chapter 3 for more details). 
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I figure 4.2.1 we can see that ‘increasing performance’ tends to be the highest rated factor 
behind developing visions with 20% of the total score. ‘Thinking and focus on long-term’ 
appears to be second with 17% and ‘set a direction’ in third place with 15%. In fourth place 
we get ‘motivating staff’ with 14% and ‘strategic thinking’ came in fifth place with 10%. The 
lowest rated factors were ‘create a common identity’ 6%, ‘appearance to externals’ 5%, ‘lift 
perspective’ 4% and ‘increase flexibility’ with only 3%. No respondent gave another factor 
besides the given. 
 
The only significant differences found between the different firm sizes is the factor ‘strategic 
thinking’ (significant level 0,071). The bigger the firm the ‘strategic focus’ seems to be the 
reason behind developing the vision. Micro firms gave it 15 points in average while small 
firms gave it 14 and medium sized firms 7. It should be noted that there is great variation in 
how the respondents distributed the points. See Appendix 4.2 for more details. 
 
Figure 4.2.2 - Why the SME's developed the vision (Swedish firms) 
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The Swedish firms rated all of the factors high (above 3) on a five grade interval scale where 
1 stand for ‘not at all important and 5 ‘very important’. However, some factors appear to be 
more important than others. The most rated factor was ‘Thinking and focus on long-term’ 
with a score of 4,4. In second place came ‘set a direction’ with 4,3 and in third place came 
‘increasing performance’ along with ‘motivating staff’ at 4,1. ‘Strategic thinking’, ‘lift 
perspective’ and ‘create a common identity’ each got 4,0.  The lowest scores went to 
‘Appearance to externals’ and ‘increase flexibility’ with 3,5 and 3,4 respectively. Four of the 
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respondents claim ‘another’ factor behind developing the vision but the only provided answer 
was ‘as a base for continually develop the business’. 
 
When comparing how the firms of different sizes responded to the different reasons we found 
some significant differences (significant level ≤ 0.03). Overall, the bigger the company the 
higher they rated each factor, with the exception of the factors ‘increase performance’, 
‘appearance to externals’ and ’increase flexibility’.   
 
A comparison between the different nationalities was difficult to do due to the differences in 
scales. However, we can see that reasons like ‘appearance to externals’ and’ increase 
flexibility’ got low responses and that ‘Thinking and focus on long-term’, ‘increase 
performance’ and ‘set a direction’ got high independent of nationality2.  
 
 
                                                 
2 The scales was changes because the Swedish respondents scored high on each factors and it 
could not been accurately analysed which of the factors which was most important. This was 
first noticed after the Swedish survey, hence the two scales. The last scale (for the Scottish 
sample) was chosen because of it is more differing then the Swedish.  
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4.3.  When is the vision developed 
 
In this section we will describe and analyse the results from the survey research concerning 
the research question: 
In what context did they develop their visions? 
 
Note: To ease the reading has all the statistical calculation and tables have been omitted to 
appendix 1.3. The structure of the appendix is the same as this chapter to simplify reference.  
 
The situation when the vision was developed   
 
Figure 4.3.1 - The situation when the vision was developed (nationality) 
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In figure 4.3.1 we can read that the most common situation when the vision was developed 
was when a new CEO or leader came in to the firm, as claimed by 40.2 percent of the 
respondents.  The second most common situation was ‘need for action’ with 22.2 percent and 
the third common situation was after the firm had been successful (20.5 percent). In 13.7 
percent of the cases it was when a new owner took over the firm and in just 6.8 percent of the 
cases it was due to a crisis situation. However, 24.7 percent of the respondents claimed it was 
in an ‘other situation’. From the answers revealed in the questionnaires the most common of 
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those ‘other situations’ was that when the firm was started. In contrast to this, one of the 
respondents claimed that it was developed during a down facing before retirement. 
Furthermore, four of the respondents answered that it was during management buyouts and 
one when the company was bought.  Another common answer was that it was rather a 
continuous process. Other examples of situations when the vision was developed are; easier to 
get profitability with production in series, during a strategy course, in development of a 
business plan, when recruiting new younger talented staff, when introducing a new business 
structure. 
 
When comparing the Scottish and Swedish firms the only significant difference found was 
that Swedish firms more often developed their visions in ‘need for action’. 28.6 percent of the 
Swedish firms claimed that compared to just 10,0 % of the Scottish firms (significant at 0,022 
level). 
 
Figure 4.3.2 - The situation when the vision was developed (size) 
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In a comparison between firms of different sizes two significant differences were found.  At 
first, of the medium-sized firms (100 or more employees) 58.9 percent develop their visions 
when and new CEO all or leader came into the organisation (see figure 4.3.2). This should be 
compared to 30.6 percent of the small firms and just 12 percent of the Micro firms.  The 
difference was significant at 0.000 level.  The second difference found was that the smaller 
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the firm the more likely they would answer an ‘other situation’. 40.9 percent of the Micro 
firms responded that the vision was developed in an ‘other situation’ in contrast to 25.8 
percent of the small firms and 15.9 percent medium-sized firms (significant at 0.084). 
 
How long ago did they developed their visions 
 
The results from the survey reveal that the companies visions were developed in average five 
years ago (at the time of measurement), however there is a wide diversity as the standard 
deviation was 7.3. The Scottish firms developed their visions 6 1/2 years ago compared to the 
Swedish with 4.1 years ago.  However, as the variation is high (standard deviation of 10.8 for 
Scottish firms and 4.1 for Swedish firms) no significant difference between nationalities could 
be concluded. Furthermore, in a comparison between firms of different sizes now difference 
could be found if comparing the three types of firms (Micro, small and medium-sized).  
However, if splitting the sample into two categories: firms with the less than hundred 
employees and firms with 100 or more, a significant difference was found.  The firms with 
less than hundred employees in average develop their visions 6.9 years ago compared 3.7 
years ago for those with 100 or more employees. The level of significance was 0.040.  See 
appendix 1.3 for details. 
 
If they have changed their vision 
 
45% of the companies claimed that they had changed their vision and it seemed like the 
bigger the firm the more likely it would be for them to ever have changed their visions.  50.9 
percent of the medium-sized companies have changed their visions compared to 45.5 percent 
of the small firms and 32.0 percent for Micro firms.  However, this difference was not 
significant (0.291).  Neither could any difference be found between Scottish and Swedish 
firms.  
If comparing the age of the companies it seems like the older of the company the more likely 
it would be that they have changed their vision, however as the variation in age is great no 
significant difference could be found. 
 
When instead asking the respondents if their visions had been there from the start, some 
differences start to emerge.  First, the Scottish firms visions seems to have stayed the same 
from the start as 61.9 percent of the Scottish firms claimed so, compared to 33.3 percent for 
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the Swedish firms (significant level 0.011).  Furthermore, the Micro firms tend to have visions 
that had been the same from start to a greater extent compared to small and medium-sized 
firms.  71.4 percent compared to 34.3 percent of the small firms and 35.1 percent of the 
medium-sized firms.  This difference was significant with a 0.005 level. 
 
When analysing how the respondents see their business environments the only significant 
difference found was that they seem to perceive their business environments to be more 
hostile (significant level 0.052). When the focus swift in to how they see their organisations, 
they seem to see themselves as having greater resistance to strategic changes (significant level 
0.035), more political (significant level 0.083), have less strong culture (significant level 
0.068), and not be as fun to work in (significant level 0.026), compared to those that has not 
changed their visions.  
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4.4. Where the vision is developed 
 
In this section we will describe and analyse the results from the survey research concerning 
the research question: 
Where is the vision developed? 
 
Note: To ease the reading has all the statistical calculation and tables have been omitted to 
appendix 1.4. The structure of the appendix is the same as this chapter to simplify reference.  
 
Figure 4.4.1 - Where the vision was developed (nationality) 
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From figure 4.4.1 we can see is that the company’s visions were most frequently developed 
from inside the company.  37.1 percent of the respondent claimed that it was developed in an 
internal workshop and 25.9 percent answered it was developed in the board.  The visions that 
were developed externally were in a minority as only 8.6 percent claimed it was developed in 
an external workshop and 12.1 percent stated that it was developed in a conference.  From the 
survey research we find that 29.1 percent claimed it was developed elsewhere (other).  And 
from these answers we could interpret that the physical location of were the visions were 
developed was sometimes difficult to answer as the visions were developed over a period of 
time.  The specific location was therefore difficult to state (see also section 4.5).  The included 
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answers however revealed that it was often an internal process and of a continuous nature, 
however in one case it was developed centrally by the parent company in the US. Other 
examples are: discussions at management level, a process finishing with a conference, 
something that grew out all the time, a continuous discussion in a small group, in life all the 
time, at different meetings, in internal meetings, a process more than one event, regular 
brainstorming and strategic planning, in my mind, thoughts over a longer time, experience, 
between customers and union representatives, continuously, at home and between working 
colleagues. 
 
When comparing their SME’s in Sweden and Scotland we can see some differences.  Firstly 
the Scottish firms visions were more likely to be developed in the board, 48.6 percent 
compared to 15.2 percent from Swedish firms.  This difference had a significant level of 
0.000.  On the other hand the Swedish firm’s visions were more likely to be developed at a 
conference (significant level 0.034). The Swedish firms were also the only ones that stated 
that the vision was developed elsewhere (other). The Swedish firms also seemed to be more 
likely to develop the visions in an internal workshop, 39,2 percent compared to 32.4 percent 
for the Scottish firms. The Scottish firms visions were slightly more likely to be developed in 
an external workshop, 10.8 compared to 7.6 percent for Swedish firms.  However, these 
differences were not significant. 
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Figure 4.4.2 - Where the vision was developed (size) 
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When comparing companies of different sizes we can see some differences. Medium-sized 
firms seems to more often develop their vision in an internal workshop, external workshop 
and in a conference compared to small and Micro firms and less likely to develop it in the 
board compared to small firms but not compared to Micro firms. Medium-sized firms were 
also less likely to state ‘other’ (The answer to this question may lay in what kind of the 
process they used or how the vision came into being. See section 4.6). However, the only 
significant difference found was those firms that had visions that were developed ‘in the 
board’. 38.9 percent of the small firms claimed that their visions were developed in the board 
compared to 25 percent for medium-sized firms and 8.3 percent for Micro firms. 
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4.5. Responsibility and involvement in the vision development 
 
In this section we will describe and analyse the results from the survey research concerning 
the research question: 
Who is involved in the process of developing visions? 
 
This section is divided into four parts.  The first analyse how wide the involvement in the 
development of vision was. The second investigate who was involved in the process and to 
which degree. The third examine who was responsible of the process. Fourth and finally, an 
investigation is done if there was a facilitator involved and what background he or she had.  
 
Note: To ease the reading has all the statistical calculation and tables have been omitted to 
appendix 1.5. The structure of the appendix is the same as this chapter to simplify reference.  
 
Who develops the vision 
 
Figure 4.5.1- Who develops the vision – National comparison 
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Figure 4.5.1 shows the width of the involvement in the procees of developing the visions.  As 
shown, the vision is typically developed by a small group as 63,3 percent of the respondents 
answered that. In 15,8 percent of the cases it was developed by a single individual and in 17,5 
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it was a wider involvement in the process in developing the companies visions. 1,7 percent 
responded that they did not know or that it was developed by ‘other’. It seems like the 
Scottish SME’s to a greater extent developed their visions by a single person or in a wider 
involvement compared to Swedish firms. However, this difference is not significant. 
 
Figure 4.6.2- Who develops the vision – size differences 
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In a comparison between companies of different sizes some significant differences emerge; as 
the bigger the firm the more likely they are to have a vision that has been developed by wider 
involvement. The visions developed by medium sized firms were in 22,8 percent of the cases 
developed by ‘wider involvement’ and 73,7 percent in a ‘small group’ and just 3,5 percent 
were developed by a ‘single person’. For small firms; 16,7 percent of the visions where 
developed by a ‘wider involvement’, 72,2 percent by a ‘small group’ and 8,3 percent by a 
‘single person’. The visions developed by micro-sized companies was in 51,9 percent of the 
cases developed by a ‘single person’, 29,6 percent by a small group, 7,4 percent by ’other’. 
The only answer provided by the respondent on ‘other’ was that it was developed by ‘two 
owners’. An analysis with Pearson’s Chi-square reveals that the difference in involvement in 
the vision development process and the size of the firm was significant at a 0.000 level.  
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Involvement in the development 
 
Figure 4.5.3 - Who is involved in developing the vision – internals 
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Figure 4.5.3 show the involvement from different internal individuals/groups in the vision 
development process. The involvement is measured in two degrees, first if they have been 
involved and then if they have been involved to some degree. It could be stated that the higher 
up the individuals are in the organisation the more likely they are to have been involved in the 
development of the vision, with the exception for other staff which has been involved to a 
higher degree than lower management. Firstly, the board has been involved in 63,9 percent of 
the cases and in 19,8 percent of these to some degree. The CEO has been involved in 92,9 
percent and 4,5 percent of these to some degree. Top management has been involved in 62 
percent plus 8,3 to some degree. In 42,0 percent of the cases the middle management was 
involved and in 16,8 percent of these to some degree. Lower management has been involved 
in 8,6 percent plus 9,5 percent to some degree. In 26,8 of the cases ‘other staff’ has been 
involved in the vision development process and in 10.7 percent of these to some degree. 
 
When analysing if there were any differences depending on nationalities and who of internals 
which has been involved in the process no significant differences could be found. However, if 
the analysis instead turns to the different sizes of the firms, some significant differences 
arrived (< 0,05).  First, the bigger the firm the more likely it is that the board has been 
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involved. In medium sized firms 47,3 percent plus 29,1 percent to some degree. In Small 
firms, 45,7 percent and also 17,1 percent to some degree. In Micro sized firms the board has 
been involved in 33,3 percent (non – to some degree). Secondly, the bigger the firm the more 
likely it is that top management has been involved. In medium sized firms 80,4 percent plus 
12,5 percent to some degree. In Small firms, 55,9 percent and 5,9 percent to some degree. In 
Micro sized firms top management has been involved in 16,7 percent (non – to some degree). 
Thirdly, the bigger the firm the more likely it is that middle management has been involved. 
In medium sized firms 32,7 percent plus 30,9 percent to some degree. In Small firms, 17,6 
percent and 2,9 percent to some degree. In Micro sized firms middle management has been 
involved in 16,7 percent (non – to some degree). Furthermore, it could be stated that in 
medium –sized the lower management has been involved to a higher degree than micro and 
small firms. In medium sized firms 14,8 percent plus 16,7 percent to some degree. In Small 
firms, 2,9 percent to some degree. In Micro sized firms lower management has been involved 
in 5,9 percent (none – to some degree).  
 
Figure 4.5.4 - Who is involved in developing the vision – externals 
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From figure 4.5.4 we can see to which degree different externals have been involved in the 
vision development process. The most involved externals are consultants, customers and 
stockholder and the others have only to a low degree been included. Consultants have been 
involved in 23,2 percent plus 8,9 to some degree. The customers have been involved in 35.7 
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percent and 18,3 percent of these to some degree. The competitors have been involved in 10,7 
percent and 8.0 percent of these to some degree. In 12,5 percent of the cases the suppliers was 
involved and in 5,4 percent of these to some degree. The stockholders been involved in 17,9 
percent plus 3,6. Other investors have been involved in 3,6 percent plus 1,8 to some degree. In 
3,6 percent of the cases trade unions were involved plus 3,6 percent of these to some degree. 
‘Others’ have been involved in 10,7 percent and 3,6 percent of these to some degree.  In 10,7 
of the cases ‘other’ have been involved in the vision development process and in 3,6 percent 
of these to some degree. 
 
No significant differences could be found between the Scottish or Swedish firms, neither 
between firms of different sizes and to which degree externals where involved in the vision 
development process. 
 
Who is responsible for the vision development 
 
Figure 4.5.5- Who is responsible for developing the vision – internals 
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Figure 4.5.5 shows who is responsible for developing the visions inside SME’s. In general it 
is the leading bodies, such as the CEO, the board or the top management. It should be noted 
that the respondents could state multiple answers if the responsibility was shared. In 78,9 
percent of the cases the CEO had the responsibility and in 36,4 the board. Top management 
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had the responsibility in 29,1 percent and middle management in 9,1 percent of the cases. In 
2,7 percent of the cases lower management had the responsibility and in 7,3 other staff. ‘Other 
accounts for just 5,3 percent.  
 
Figure 4.5.6- Who is responsible for developing the vision – externals 
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From figure 5.6.6 we could interpret that the externals have only a minor responsibility for the 
vision development process. In 11,1 percent of the cases the consultants had the responsibility 
and in 7,4 the customers. Competitors had the responsibility in 6,5 percent and suppliers in 
6,5 percent of the cases. In 8,3 percent of the cases stockholders had the responsibility. Other 
investors have not had the responsibility in any of the case and in 0.9 percent the trade union 
had responsibility. In 1,9 percent of the cases ‘Others’ had the responsibility of the vision 
development process.  
 
A comparison between the Scottish and Swedish firms show that the CEO more often had the 
responsibility for developing the vision in Sweden, 88 percent of the cases compared to 61,5 
percent for the Scottish firms. This was significant at 0,001 level. Furthermore, when 
comparing firms of different sizes it reveals that the bigger the firm the more likely it is that 
top management had responsibility for developing the vision. 37,7 percent in the medium 
sized firms compared to 29,4 percent for small firms and 8,7 percent for micro firms. 
Significant level was 0,038. In the micro firms suppliers and customer to a higher degree had 
the responsibility of the process compared to small and medium sized firms. In 21,7 percent 
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of the cases the customers were responsible compared to 2,9 percent for small firms and 3,9 
for medium sized companies. Furthermore, in 21,7 percent the supplier was responsible for 
developing the visions inside the micro sized firms, 3,9 percent in medium sized and non of 
the small firms. These differences had a significant level less than 0.05.  
 
Was a Facilitator involved in the process 
 
Figure 4.5.7- Was a facilitator involved in the process 
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Figure 4.5.7 shows to which degree the SME’s have had a facilitator involved in the process 
of developing their vision. As shown, in 24,0 percent of the cases they have had an external 
facilitator and in 22.3% they had an internal. A comparison between Swedish and Scottish 
firms reveals that in Swedish firms, a facilitator, to a higher degree where involved, especially 
an internal. The Swedish firms used in 24,1 percent an external and in 29,1 percent of the 
cases an internal facilitator. The Scottish firms on the other hand, had in 23,8 percent an 
external and in 9,5 percent of the cases an internal. It should also be noted that the Scottish to 
a higher degree responded ‘do not know’; 14,3 percent compared to 3,8 percent among the 
Swedish companies. This difference was significant at a 0,026. No significant differences 
could be found between firms of different sizes.  
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Figure 4.5.8 - The background of the facilitator 
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As shown in figure 4.5.8 the most common background of the facilitator was ‘strategic 
management’ and the second most common was a background in economics, 41,8 and 29,1 
percent respectively. In 20,0% of the cases he or she had a background in human science and 
in 16,4 percent in technology. 9,1 percent responded that they had a background in something 
‘other’ and 9,1 percent answered that they did not know.  When comparing if there was any 
differences between Scottish and Swedish or in size, no significant where found except that 
‘small’ firms to a less degree had a facilitator with a background in strategic management 
compared to micro and medium sized firms. In 41,7 percent of the micro firms, 13,3 of the 
small and in 57,1 of the medium sized companies (significant level: 0,021). 
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4.6. How the vision was developed 
 
In this section we will describe and analyse the results from the survey research concerning 
the research question: 
How was the vision developed? 
 
This section first explore the process of developing visions; the approach, how they see the 
process, the timeframe and to which degree the process is intuitive. Later it looks at the 
specific techniques used in the process and finally the factors and stakeholders considered.  
 
Note: To ease the reading has all the statistical calculation and tables have been omitted to 
appendix 1.6. The structure of the appendix is the same as this chapter to simplify reference.  
 
Figure 4.6.1 - How the vision was developed – size 
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Figure 4.6.1 shows how the visions were developed, and there seems to be some variety in 
how the firms developed their visions. The most common answer was that it was ‘integrated 
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into the strategic planning process’ and through ‘discussions’, 30,0 and 29,1 percent 
respectively. It also seems that the bigger the firm the more likely they have used these 
methods, however these differences were not significant. 20,9 percent answered that they did 
not use any formal approach/method. However only 6,1 percent of the middle sized firms 
claimed to use any formal approach/method, compared to 35,3 percent of the small firms and 
29,6 percent of the micro sized firms. This difference was significant at a 0,003 level. On the 
other hand, the bigger the company the more likely it is that they developed the vision in a 
workshop. 34,7 percent of the middle sized firms developed their visions in a workshop in 
relation to just 7,4 percent of micro sized companies and 8,8 percent of the small firms 
(significant at 0,003 level).  A Conference as a methodology was just used in 9,1 percent of 
the cases, and it seems like the medium sized firms used it slightly more but the difference 
was not significant. 8,2 percent of the respondents answered that they have used an ‘other 
method’ and it seems to be more likely the smaller the firms, however the difference is not 
significant. From the answers provided from the questionnaires the most description of these 
‘other method’ was different forms of discussion, varying from a discussion with top 
management to more inclusive discussion with all employees, customers, suppliers, owners. 
Another description provided was that it was a search for customer need and trends, through 
quality management process, current business analysis, experience, directors involved in 
strategy course, and an ongoing process. 
 
In a national comparison it seems that there are some differences. The Scottish firms to a less 
degree claimed that they used: ‘no formal approach/method’, ‘integrated into the strategic 
planning process’, ‘workshop’ or ‘conference’ (se appendix 1.6). However, the only 
significant difference (0,003) is that their vision to a higher degree was developed through 
‘discussion’; if analysing these methods individually. 46,2 compared to 19,7 percent for 
Swedish firms.  
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How they describe the process of developing the vision 
 
Figure 4.6.2 - How they described the process of developing the vision – Nationality 
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In figure 4.6.2 we can read that the respondents on average perceived the process of 
developing the vision to be valuable (4,46), but neither easy nor difficult (3,11), fast nor slow 
(2,97). In a national comparison the Scottish firms thought the process to be more difficult 
then the Swedish as they score 3,48 compared to 2,92. On the other hand the Swedish 
companies thought the process to be more valuable, 4,55 compared to 4,27 for the Scottish 
firms. These differences were significant at 0,032 and 0,035 levels respectively.   In a 
comparison between the firms of various sizes no significant differences were found. 
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The timeframe of the vision development  
 
Figure 4.6.3 – If the process was of a continuous nature 
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On the question if the respondents thought that the process of developing the vision was a 
continuous nature, 87 percent agreed. Just 9,8 percent disagreed and 3,2 percent did not know. 
In a comparison if there was a difference between nationality and firms of different size, no 
significant difference could be found.  
 
From the respondents we get a varied picture of how long it took to develop their vision. The 
answers vary from just a few hours up to 15 years, but in average it took 14,4 months. The 
most common answer was that it took 6 months to develop the vision (answered by 25,9 
percent). Furthermore, 63,9 percent of the respondents developed their visions in 6 month or 
less.  No significant difference could be found in nationality or size. For more details see 
appendix 1.6. 
 
Is the vision based on intuition? 
 
On the question if the respondents think that the vision is strongly based on intuition they did 
in general not agree or disagree. On a bipolar scale ranging from 1 to 5 they in average scored 
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3,14.  However, the variation was high as the standard variation was 1,2. When testing if there 
was any differences between nationalities or between companies of different sizes no 
significant differences could be found.  
 
The techniques used in the process 
 
Figure 4.6.4 – The techniques used to support the development process 
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Figure 4.6.4 and 4.6.5 show the use of different techniques in the development of the 
companies’ visions. The techniques are ranked according to how often they have been used; 
and the most common are presented in figure 4.6.4 and the least common in 4.6.5.  From the 
figure we can see that the most common technique is SWOT –analysis, used by 60.9 percent 
of the companies. The second most common is ‘brainstorming’ used by 59,1 percent and the 
third most common is ‘market analysis’ used by 50,5 percent. Competitor analysis is also a 
relatively common technique as used by 44,1 percent. ‘Critical success factors’ and 
‘environmental analysis’ were also quite common as they were used by 35,9 and 26 percent 
respectively.  25.0 percent have used ‘bench marking’ and 17,4 percent ‘scenario planning’. 
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Balance scorecard have just been used in 7,6 percent of the cases as a support for developing 
the companies vision.  
 
In a comparison between companies of different sizes it seems that the bigger the firm the 
more likely they have been to have used ‘techniques’ as support in their development of the 
visions. However, these differences are not significant for all the techniques if analysed 
individually.   
 
The techniques with significant differences are:  
• SWOT –analysis used by 68,9 percent of the medium sized firms, 69 percent of the 
small firms and 27,8 percent of the micro sized firms (significant level 0,006) 
• Brainstorming as used by 71,7 percent of the medium sized companies, 55,2 percent 
of the small firms and 33,3 percent of  the micro sized firms (significant level 0,017). 
• Competitor analysis as used by 56,5 percent of the medium sized firms, 37,9 percent 
of the small firms and 22,2 percent of  the micro sized firms (significant level 0,033). 
• Critical success factors as used by 51,1 percent of the medium sized firms, 27,6 
percent of the small firms and 11,1 percent of  the micro sized firms (significant level 
0,006). 
• Balance scorecard as used by 15,6 percent of the medium sized companies and none of 
the small or micro sized firms (significant level 0,019). 
 
In a national comparison some significant differences were found. Firstly, the Scottish firms 
used brainstorming to a higher degree than their Swedish counterparts, 78,1 compared to 49,2 
percent (significant level 0,007). Secondly, the Swedish companies used environmental 
analysis to a higher degree than the Scottish, 37,7 in relation for 9,4 percent (significant level 
0,004). Third and finally, the Swedish firms looked at ‘critical success factors’ to a higher 
degree than the Scottish firms, 43.3 compared to 21,9 percent respectively (significant level 
0,041).  
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Figure 4.6.5 – The techniques used to support the development process (continued) 
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Figure 4.6.5 displays the least used techniques in the vision development process (continued 
from figure 4.6.4). The ‘Boston matrix’ has been used in 7,6 percent of the cases, while 
‘PEST’ in just 4,3 percent. 4,3 percent of the companies has been using the ‘value chain’ 
analysis and in 2,2 percent ‘Porters five forces’. ‘McKinsey’s 7 S’ framework and TOWS 
analysis has not been used to support the vision development in any of the cases. 3 percent 
have used some other technique and 6,1 percent answered that they did not use any of the 
stated techniques.  The only significant difference found was that micro sized firms to a 
higher degree stated that they have not used any of the stated techniques, 22,2 percent 
compared to non of the small firms and 2,5 percent of the medium sized companies. This was 
significant at a 0,005 level. Furthermore, no significant difference could be found between 
Scottish and Swedish firms. 
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External factors considered in the process 
 
Figure 4.6.6 – External factors considered before the vision formulation – Nationality 
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From figure 4.6.6. we can see to which degree the companies have considered different 
external factors before formulating their visions. The factors that have been considered most 
frequent were ‘economical factors’ and ‘industry analysis (competitors)’ which was 
considered by 74,7 and 72 percent respectively. The third most considered factors was 
‘marketing research’ followed by ‘company image’, 62,7 and 61,3 percent respectively. 
‘Relationships’ and ‘technological factors’ were considered by 49,3 percent of the 
respondents. 41,9 percent of the companies considered ‘social/cultural factors’ and ‘political 
factors’ was considered by 24,3 percent.  
 
A national comparison seems to show that the Swedish firms to a higher degree consider these 
external factors with an exception to ‘the relationships’. However the only significant 
differences found were that Swedish firms to a higher degree consider ‘economic factors’ 
86,7 compared to 56,7 percent and ‘marketing research’, 80,0 compared to 36,7 percent 
respectively. The significant level was 0,003 for the ‘economical factors’ and 0,000 for 
‘marketing research’. 
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In a comparison between companies of varied sized the only significant difference found was 
that ‘Small’ firms to less extent have considered economic factors compared to ‘Micro’ and 
‘Medium’ sized firms. 47,6 percent compared to 84,6 and 85,4 percent respectively. This was 
significant at 0,004 level. See Appendix 1.6 for more details. 
 
Internal factors considered in the process 
 
Figure 4.6.7 – Internal factors considered before the vision formulation - Nationality 
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Figure 4.6.7. shows the internal factors considered before the vision formulation. The most 
considered factor was ‘purpose’ as 66,2 percent of the respondents considered this factor. This 
was also the only factor with a significant difference (0,000) between the Scottish and 
Swedish firms. 86,4 percent of the Swedish firms considered ‘purpose’ in relation to just 36,7 
of the Scottish firms.  The second most considered factor was ‘the culture, values and norms’ 
which 56,8 percent considered. Almost as many, 56 percent, considered ‘core competences’ 
and 54,7 percent considered ‘the products’ before formulation the vision. 49,3 percent 
considered the ‘organisational structure’ and 44,6 percent ‘the mission’. ‘The present strategy’ 
was considered by 33,3 percent. Further more, no respondent answered ‘other factor’ to be 
considered before the vision formulation. 
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Figure 4.6.8 – Internal factors considered before the vision formulation - Size 
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In figure 4.6.8 we can see the internal factors considered before the vision formulation, 
depending on the size of the firm. It seems like the bigger the firm the more likely it is that 
they have considered these internal factors, however the only significant difference (0,038) 
found was over the factor ‘the products’. Of the medium sized firms 63,4 percent considered 
‘the products’, 57,1 of the small firms and only 23,1 percent of the micro sized firms. But if 
we accept a significant level of less than 0,10 more differences appear. These significant 
differences are ‘organisational structure’, the culture, values and norms’, ‘core competences’ 
and ‘the present structure’. See appendix 1.6 for more details. 
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Stakeholders considered in the process 
 
Figure 4.6.9 – Stakeholders considered before the vision was formulated - Nationality 
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Figure 4.6.9 shows the external stakeholders considered before the vision was formulated. 
The most considered stakeholder is ‘customers’ as answered by 88,7 percent of the 
respondents. The second most considered stakeholder are ‘stockholders’ with 46,5 percent 
and in third place ‘competitors’ was considered by 43,7 percent. 40 percent of the respondents 
considered suppliers before they formulated their vision and 25 percent ‘the community’. 
Trade unions were considered by 12,9 percent and the ‘government’ by 11,4. Other investors 
were just considered in 4,2 percent of the respondents before the vision were formulated. 
 
In a comparison between Scottish and Swedish companies, it seems like the Swedish consider 
all stakeholders to a higher degree than their Scottish counterparts. However, the only 
significant differences found are for: ‘suppliers’, stockholder’ and ‘trade unions’. Suppliers 
were considerer in 50 percent of the Swedish cases but only 26,7 percent for the Scottish. 
Stockholders were considered by 63,4 percent of the Swedish companies but just in 23,3 
percent of the Scottish. Trade unions were considered by 20 percent of the Swedish firms 
compared to 3,3 of the Scottish. The significant level was 0,049, 0,001 and 0,039 respectively. 
Finally, no significant difference could be found between firms of different sizes on 
stakeholders considered before the vision was formulated.  
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4.7. Conclusion 
 
Exhibit 4.2. Dissertation value chain 
 
 
This chapter presents the analysis of the survey data when it comes to the different research 
questions this study aimed to investigate. In relation, this chapter also includes compassions 
between Scottish and the Swedish firms. Furthermore, the analysis also extends to 
comparisons of SME’s of different sizes; Micro firms, Small firms and Medium sized firms. 
These comparisons are made under each of the following six research questions, which also 
provided the structure over this chapter:    
4.1 – How the SME’s define their vision? 
4.2 - Why did they develop or got visions? 
4.3 - In what context did they develop their visions? 
4.4 - Where is the vision developed? 
4.5 – Who is involved in the process of developing visions? 
4.6 – How was the vision developed? 
 
In short, the major finding is that practice of the development of visions are divers, the 
process is more of a continuous process rather than a single event, there are few differences 
depending on nationalities but more so depending of the size of the firms. A summery of the 
findings is provided in the following section. 
 
 
In this chapter the analysed data from the empirical study are presented too inform the 
RQ (and SQ) in how SME’s in real life develop their visions.  
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4.7.1. Summery of key research findings  
 
4.1 About 63 % of the SME’s have a vision, and the bigger the firm is the more likely it is for 
them to have a vision. The vision is mostly written down as a positive memorable statement 
where the ‘market share growth’ and ‘customer focus’ are the strategic focus. The concept 
seems to be related to a ‘long term goal’, an ‘idea of what they attempts to achieve or become 
in the future’ and ‘sense of direction’. No difference could be found between the Scottish and 
Swedish firms.   
 
4.2 The reasons for developing and having visions are mainly to ‘set a direction’, ‘think and 
focus on the long term’ and to ‘increase performance’. No difference could be established 
between firms from Sweden and Scotland, but bigger firms tend to rate different factors 
higher. 
 
4.3 The situation when the firms developed their visions seems to be varied. Mostly it was 
when a new leader came into the organisation, especially amongst the bigger firms. Other 
situations were a ‘need for action’ or that it was developed as a continuous process. At the 
time of this study the companies in average have had their visions for five years, but the 
variation was high. Half of the firms have changed their vision, especially the bigger ones. 
 
4.4 The visions are mostly developed inside the firms, either in the board, internal workshop 
or as a continuous discussion/process.  The difference between the Scottish and the Swedish 
firms was that the Scottish firms visions where more likely to have been developed in the 
board while the Swedish firms develop them as a continuous process. Furthermore, the bigger 
the firm, the more likely it is for a formal process (workshop or conference). 
 
4.5 The visions were in general developed by small groups, but some had developed the 
vision with wider involvement or by a single person. The bigger the firm, the wider the 
involvement in the visioning process. The higher the persons are inside the organisation the 
more likely they are to be involved in the process. The responsibilities for the process of 
developing visions laid with the CEO or the Board. No difference could be found between the 
Scottish and Swedish firms. 
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4.6 There seems to be some variety in how the firms developed their visions. The most 
common answer was that it was ‘integrated into the strategic planning process’ or through 
‘discussions’. It also seems that the bigger the firm the more likely they have used a formal 
method. They saw the process of developing the vision as valuable, neither ‘slow or fast’, 
‘easy or difficult’. Almost all saw the process of being of a continuous nature as it in average 
14 months to develop the vision. They did in general neither agree or disagreed if they 
thought that the process was based on intuition. However, the use of ‘management techniques 
was common, especially amongst the bigger companies. The most used were ‘SWOT-
analysis’, ‘Brainstorming’, Market analysis’ and ‘Competitor analysis’. The Scottish firms 
used ‘Brainstorming’ more than their Swedish counterparts, while the Swedish companies 
used more ‘environmental analysis’ and ‘critical success factors’. They also considered more 
factors in the process of developing their vision, such as; ‘economical factors’, ‘technological 
factors’ ‘marketing research’, company image’ and ‘the purpose’.  The most considered 
stakeholders in the process were ‘Customers’, ‘Stockholder’, ‘Competitors’ and ‘Suppliers’.  
 
In the following and last chapter these results will be discussed and the study concluded.   
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CHAPTER 5 – DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
Exhibit 5.1. Dissertation value chain 
 
 
The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the major findings and to conclude the study. First, 
this chapter discusses the major findings and compares and contrasts these in relation to the 
theory. The structure of this part follows the SQs (research sub-questions). Secondly, this 
chapter concludes the study with a discussion about the limitations.  Here, recommendations 
are also given for academia, managers and policy. Finally, comments are made about the 
learning journey undertaken herein.   
 
5.1. Discussion 
 
The purpose of this section is to compare and contrast the empirical data with the literature on 
vision. There are five SQs (research sub-questions) and as such, this chapter is split into five 
sections.  They are:  
 
5.1.1. Terminology – (SQ) How the SMEs define their vision? 
5.1.2. The function of vision – (SQ) Why do they develop or have visions? 
5.1.3. When is the vision developed – (SQ) In what context did they develop their visions? 
5.1.4. Where is the vision developed, and who is involved – (SQ) Where is the vision 
developed? (SQ) Who is involved in the process of developing visions? 
5.1.5. The vision development process – (SQ) How was the vision developed? 
 
Each of these sections will also include comparisons and analysis of the difference between 
SMEs of different sizes and of the Scottish and Swedish firms (SQ 6). 
 
In chapter 5 the RQ (and SQ) are being addressed in a way that compares and 
contrasts the contribution from the literature and the empirical data.  
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This thesis is about the complicated world of corporate visioning. As today’s business 
environment provides challenges to all organisations, a vision for the future has been argued 
to be paramount for its survival (e.g. Lipton 1996, Nanus 1992). However, research on how 
corporations develop these visions is still in its beginning. This study therefore aims to give 
some clearer picture.  
 
The literature review shows that there is no such thing as a single theory on how visions are 
developed.  The strategies and techniques for developing a vision are rather diverse and are 
not easily summarised.  However, to be able to investigate the process of developing a vision, 
the first step is to try to define the concept of vision.  
 
5.1.1. Terminology – (SQ) How the SME’s define their vision? 
Definition  
 
The literature shows that there are multiple definitions of vision (e.g. vision as overriding 
goal, as a strategy and as the philosophy) and similar concepts leading to confusion, for 
example such as mission (Pearce, 1982), purpose (Collin and Porras, 1998), business idea 
(Van de Heiden, 1996), strategic intent (Hamel and Prahalad, 1989). Some merge it with the 
companies ‘purpose’ (e.g. Collin and Porras, 1998) while others separate it. One way to 
separate vision from mission or purpose and strategy is to consider vision  as stating the ‘what’, the 
picture of the future we attempt to create, whereas purpose (or mission) is the ‘why’ we want to 
achieve the vision. Strategy, in turn, answers ‘how’ the vision is going to be achieved (Kakabadse 
et al 1998, Senge, 1990: 223-224, Belasco J.A., Stead J., 1999). However, there seems to be 
some sort of directions toward defining vision as ‘what’ too achieve, a picture of that creation in 
future. Many authors, in writing about vision or visions have noted that vision is a picture of a 
future state for an individual, organisation or state (Bennis and Nanus, 1985, Senge, 1990, 
Nanus, 1992, Turner and Vailliere, 1993, Thoms and Greenberger, 1995, 1998) or have described 
where an organisation is going and what it is trying to achieve (Yearout, Miles and Koonce, 
2001). As such, reflects the overriding goal. In turn, the term visioning refers to the activity of 
creating such a vision (e.g. Simpson, 1990, Winch, 1998). 
 
The results from the empirical study show that there seems to be a correlation between long-
term goals and stated or written visions. The companies that had a written or stated vision 
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were also likely to have a clear long-term goal, which may indicate that these where similar 
concepts. The vision also seemed to be related to ‘The Company have an idea of what it 
attempts to achieve or become in the future’ and ‘The Company have a sense of direction 
where it is heading’ (see table 4.1.1). This shows that practitioners view the concept of vision 
as an overriding goal, which in turn, is similar to how many writers on ‘vision’ view the 
concept. On this, the results go some way toward informing a more coherent definition of 
vision. However, there is no support that the concept of ‘strategic intent’ is related to vision 
(see table 4.1.1). 
 
The variations in definitions on vision may be related to the use of earlier concepts such as 
mission, overriding goals, purpose, and business idea (which are in turn, defined differently 
by various authors). These attempts at re-defining such terms might be the result of authors’ 
fame and glory seeking behaviour differentiating themselves. Furthermore, it has been argued 
that the concept of vision should be accompanied with a strong culture or values (e.g. Collin 
and Porras, 1998).  As such, some authors would like to include this line of thought in their 
definition so that practitioners consider those issues when trying to develop a vision.  
 
The strategic focus of vision 
Building on theory and practice, it was established in the previous section that a vision goes 
some way toward revealing ‘where an organisation is going and what it is trying to achieve’ 
(Yearout et al., 2001). But, what is it that companies are trying to achieve? Schoemaker 
(1992) argues that they try to define an ‘industry position’, a position to aim for, while in 
other cases it could be to focus the customer more directly, as to ‘achieve extraordinary 
customer satisfaction’ (Bertodo, 1990). In an interview-study of nine firms, Gratton (1996) observed 
that visions reveal the following factors: Regional growth, Market share growth, 
Mergers/partnership/Joint venture, Cost, Customer focus, and Innovation. This study of Scottish and 
Swedish SMEs tested which of these factors was the strategic focus of their visions. Respondents 
could mark as many factors as they liked.  The results show that ‘Customer focus’ and ‘Market share 
growth’ form the strategic focus of most visions ‘Innovation’ was the third strategic focus of visioning  
(see figure 4.1.6). This study offers support for statements found in the literature, and informs those 
statements by providing empirical material (facts) rather than mere speculation.  
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An interesting finding was that the Scottish firms stated that their visions had a strategic focus on more 
of the factors compared to the Swedish, especially: Regional growth, Mergers/partnership/Joint 
venture, Cost, Customer focus.   
 
Positive or negative 
 
The notion of vision as a positive attractive view of the future has been stated by various authors, 
[(Nanus, 1992) and (Kouzes and Posner, 1995)]. This positive view of a vision has been 
expressed as an organisation’s preferred future. Aldag and Joseph (2000) describe it as an 
ideal and unique image of the future. However, Senge (1990) separates visions into positive 
versus negative vision. Whereas positive visions answer the question ‘what do we want?’ negative 
visions are concerned with the ‘what do we want to avoid?’ He goes on to say that negative 
visions are probably more common than positive visions. However, this study does contradict 
this statement as the SMEs vision was exclusively of a positive nature (see figure 4.1.7). This 
may because it is more appealing to aim to do something and achieve a goal rather than try to 
avoid failure.  
 
How it is stated 
 
The literature on vision argues that ‘the vision’ may be articulated in several different ways. 
For example, as Turner and Vailliere (1993) observed, the vision can be painted through words, 
pictures, or behavioural examples. However, this study indicates that the vision is mostly stated in 
words and sometimes in combination with a behavioural statement or a picture (figure 4.1.4). This is 
in line with previous findings (Nanus, 1992) where it was found that when the vision is written 
down (in a vision statement), the vision is more readily communicated throughout the 
organisation. A vision statement can "encapsulate the vision in a short metaphor, slogan, or 
memorable statement that conveys its essence and captures attention" (Nanus, 1992: 127). This 
study shows that, in the majority of cases, when the vision is written down, it tends to be in the form 
of a ‘memorable statement’ but it may also be written as a ‘short metaphor’. This study provides little 
evidence to suggest that the vision is likely to be stated as a ‘slogan’ (see figure 4.1.5) This may be 
because a written statement may make the communication of the vision easy, and it could also work 
as a ‘checkpoint’ to be revised in various situations.  
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The use of vision 
 
 
Gratton (1996) states that leaders have recognised that the capability of developing visions is 
one of the most sought after ability for this new millennium. However, many have stated that 
many firms spend too little effort on visioning, debating and describing the future (e.g. Hamel 
and Prahalad, 1994, 1989). This study has shown that especially smaller firms spend little 
time and effort when it comes to the activity of creating a ‘vision’ and ‘visioning’ (see figure 
4.1.3).  
 
But this study indicates that still not all firms have a vision or similar concepts of what they 
want to achieve. This could be because those managers inside the SMEs are not aware of the 
concept or methodologies for developing visions. When analysing this in relation to size, this 
argument becomes even stronger. This study shows that the bigger the corporations are, the 
more they have developed visions (see figure 4.1.3). It should also be stated that the bigger 
firms were also more positive towards the concept, and have found the process of developing 
visions more valuable. They also used more management ‘techniques’ and looked at more 
factors in the process. Here then, there is a gap between (prescriptive) theory and practice. 
 
One reason for the more frequent use of ‘visions’ amongst the larger corporations could be 
that the bigger the firm, the more coordination mechanisms are needed to control and steer the 
company. The leaders are then looking for other ways than direct control, and the concept of 
vision may be one way. Furthermore, it could be argued that there are other sets of 
capabilities required for leaders of bigger firms than for smaller, and those managers therefore 
tend to be more ‘professional’ with more ‘schooling’ behind them. Those leaders my have 
been recruited because of their managerial skills and training.  
 
The study shows that Swedish firms had considerably more visions than Scottish firms (see 
figure 4.1.2). This is in line with what Gustavsson (1995) had in mind when it was argued that 
the ‘Scandinavian management style’ has a focus on managing through values and visions. 
This may be because they have a leadership style which is less aggressive, less individualistic, 
more conflict avoiding and does not have the same class system compared to the British 
(Lawrence and Spybey, 1986). Gustavsson (1995: 153) furthermore claims that the 
‘Scandinavian management style’ is characterised by “equality in terms of small distances 
between leaders and led, informality in relations, and open and straightforward 
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communication”. Which comes first is difficult to know. But it could be that this coherence-
seeking consultative culture would not accept an obedience-oriented, hierarchal leadership 
style so they have developed other ways of leading. It could also be that, as argued in Collin 
and Porras (1998), by leading with values and visions, it is possible to improve coordination 
and coherence. As it has been argued here, in reality it is probably something in between: 
contrary to many of the arguments put forward in some leadership books, in reality, it is not 
easy to change a culture.   
 
 
 
5.1.2. The function of vision – (SQ) Why do they develop or have a vision? 
The reasons for having a vision have been outlined and elucidated by writers in the vision 
literature.  For example, Nanus (1992: 3) writes that "there is no more powerful engine driving an 
organisation towards excellence and long-range success than an attractive, worthwhile and 
achievable vision of the future, widely shared ". However, even though authors have spoken of the 
importance of vision in companies’ pursuit of success, there is a lack of empirical research of the 
gains of the concept; especially why it is important to develop and to have a vision. Some attempts 
have been made to describe the impact of vision on performance.   
First, Collins and Porras (1998), for example, have studied visionary companies and compared 
them to similar companies in the same industry. They concluded that visionary companies largely 
outperformed non-visionary companies (seven times greater return to shareholders, three times 
faster growth). Secondly, O’Brien and Meadows (2000) asked strategic planners or CEOs about 
their perception of the impact the vision had on the companies’ performance. The authors found 
that strategic planners and CEOs believed that the vision had a positive effect on performance. This 
invites the question, if the vision positively influences performance, what are the mechanisms 
underlying the performance? In other words, why develop a vision?  
 
In the literature, seven different factors could be identified; (1) influence on performance, (2) 
motivation, (3) future thinking (lift perspective), (4) long-term thinking, (5) direction, (6) 
identity (found common ground) and (7) flexibility in means. Even though these factors can be 
considered as units and influence the success of the firm, they may be seen as interlinked with 
each other. 
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The results from this study did show that some of these factors are considered as more important 
for developing a vision. To increase performance, to think and focus on the long-term, and set a 
direction are the three most recognised factors among the SMEs. Motivation and strategic 
thinking were also considered to be important when developing a vision. However, to increase 
flexibility and for appearance to externals were not considered as important factors behind 
developing the vision (see figure 4.2.1 and figure 4.2.2).   
 
When the current data is compared to the literature it is found that most of the factors are 
supported by this study. However, when considering causality a clear picture emerges that to 
‘increase performance’ may be the overriding purpose and the other factors may be seen as means 
towards that end. Therefore, companies develop visions to ‘think and focus on the long term’, but 
also to motivate the stakeholder to achieve that ‘goal’. This will hopefully lead to success. As 
noted by Coulson-Thomas (1992), corporate vision and strategy helped the business unit 
managers or encouraged them to think long-term and develop more of an external focus. Although, 
Hamel and Prahalad (1989) argue that most managers when pressed will admit that their 
strategic plans reveal more about today’s problems than tomorrow’s opportunities. This will 
inform the literature that ‘the concept of vision’ is seen as helpful and that there may be 
causality behind these factors, and that these factors may be interlinked.   
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5.1.3. When is the vision developed – (SQ) In what context did they develop their visions? 
 
The literature on vision suggests various situations when a vision should or could be 
developed, or as Nanus (1992) has claimed, that it may be important throughout the whole 
life-cycle. The empirical data is as diverse as this literature suggests, as various situations 
have been identified. For example, Langeler (1992) has argued that the development process 
is most suitable during the start-up phase of a company. The empirical data does support this 
claim due to the fact that most of the ‘other situations’ are during start-ups (see figure 4.1.3 
and supporting text). However, even existing firms do develop visions as it may as well have 
been developed after the firm has been successful or there is a need for action (see figure 
4.1.3). Furthermore, 45% of the firms studied here claimed that they have changed their 
visions. The bigger the firm, the likelier it is that they have changed their vision, maybe 
because they have been in business for longer. The findings also support previous research 
(Klemm, Sanderson and Luffman, 1991) which shows that, in the majority of cases, when a 
new leader is appointed changes are made to the mission (see figure 4.1.3). The authors state 
that such changes occur when newly appointed leaders want to initiate a new strategic 
direction. This study therefore indicates that the development of a vision is somewhat leader-
driven and aimed towards redirecting or setting a target for the company; similar to the 
Klemm, Sanderson and Luffman’s (1991) study (although on mission statements). The study 
therefore supports much of the literature that claims that a vision is a change-seeking or 
redirection ‘tool’. The visionary sees the need for change (Lipton, 1996) to keep up with 
competition and changing markets (Bertoro, 1990, Helling, 1998). However, the empirical 
data does not support that the changes are as dramatic as a situation in form of ‘a crisis’ (see 
figure 4.1.3).   
 
The only significant difference found between the firms in Scotland and Sweden was that the 
Swedish firms developed their vision in a situation of ‘need of action’ to a higher degree than 
the Scottish firms (28,6% compared to 10,0%), (see figure 4.1.3). As shown previously, 
compared to the Scottish firm, the Swedish firms developed visions to a greater extent.  The 
‘Scandinavian management style’ (as discussed in section 5.1.1.) might go some way toward 
accounting for this finding.   
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5.1.4. Where is the vision developed, and who is involved – (SQ) Where is the vision 
developed? (SQ) Who is involved in the process of developing visions? 
Over the last ten years there have been numerous articles providing methodologies of visioning or a 
pathway for developing a corporate or organisation vision. In general, they are created during 
workshops where either cross-sectional or management teams come together to go through a 
processes where they participatively arrive at a vision or a vision-statement. The literature is mostly 
in a case study format (e.g. Schoemaker, 1992), however, there is little empirical research 
documenting where the vision is developed and by whom.  
Where the vision is developed 
The processes used in the literature may indicate that the visions are created in workshops as they 
propose a step by step approach. These may be external or internal, but the articles do not explicitly 
indicate the place where these visions are created. This may be because the writers of vision do not 
think that ‘place’ is the most important issue.  The literature, however, does mention places like 
conferences and workshops.  O’Brian and Meadows (2000), for example, found that just 7% of 
visions featured in their study were developed in a workshop.   
The results from this study show that the visions are mostly developed inside the firms, either 
in the boardroom, internal workshops, or as a continuous discussions/process. Furthermore, 
the results suggest that the bigger the firm, the more likely it is for a formal process, such as a 
workshop or conference, to be put in place (see figure 4.4.1 and 4.4.2). The reason behind this 
may be that the process differs depending on the size of the firm (this will be discussed further 
in section 5.5). Another finding is that there is a difference between the Scottish and the 
Swedish firms, as the Scottish firms visions were more likely to have been developed in the 
board while the Swedish as a continuous process (see figure 4.4.1). This may because of the 
difference of leadership and culture differences as the Swedish management style are 
supposed to be more consultative and equal (Gustavsson, 1995).  
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Who is involved in the process of developing visions?  
In the literature two different approaches have been identified for managing who is involved and who is 
responsible for the visioning process. First there is the ‘top-down’ approach where the leader or the leaders 
especially in the top of the organisation develop the vision. Second, the cross-sectional approach involves 
a variety of people in the process, and sometimes, people might be brought in from outside the 
organisation such as customers and suppliers.  
The ‘top down’ approach is mostly found in the leadership literature (for example Bennis, 1989, Westley 
and Mintzberg, 1989, Nanus, 1992, Kouzes and Posner, 1994) which puts the emphasis on the leader and 
his or her role in guiding the organisation. The advantage of the approach is its simplicity as one person 
forcefully and consistently drives the process. Sometimes, it also includes the top management.  As 
Druckers (1973:78) states, "what is our business is the first responsibility of top management. 
It is only them that can make sure that the question gets the attention it deserves and that the answer 
makes sense and enables the business to plot its course and set its objectives". Furthermore as 
Coulson-Thomas (1992) has argued, commitment starts at the board when they develop the vision, 
determine the purpose of the organisation, articulate a vision that can be communicated and further set 
objectives derived from that vision and formulate strategies for its achievement.  
The cross-sectional approach argues for a variety of people to be involved in the process. For example 
external stakeholders (groups or individuals) such as customers, suppliers, shareholders, 
investors, and communities, or internal stakeholder groups such as individual departments, 
workers of particular grade or skill, trade unions and professional bodies (Klemm, Sanderson, 
Luffman and 1998). Nanus (1992) notes that a stakeholder is anyone who has the power to 
exert an influence on an organisation or who is strongly influenced by the organisation in 
some significant way. All these stakeholders may influence the vision-building process either 
as forces needed to be considered or as individuals needed to be included in the process. 
Stewart (1993) argues that it is especially the people within the organisation who are among 
the most important stakeholders. The argument for a cross-sectional approach to visioning is twofold. 
Firstly, it brings in different views and opinions, which may help develop a robust and knowledge-based 
vision. The other argument is that a vision developed by a cross-sectioned approach is more in line with 
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an organisation and the people inside it and therefore should be implemented more easily. It has been 
reasoned that people are furthermore motivated and have more ownership of visions when they have 
contributed to their creation. Senge (1990) points out that although vision as a concept is familiar in the 
leadership literature, under closer scrutiny ‘you find that most visions are one persons, or one groups 
(vision imposed on an organisation) and those, he argues, do not bring commitment.  
 
This study shows that the common practice is as diverse as the literature, as the visions could be 
developed by single individuals, groups or by wider involvement. In 16% of the cases visions were 
developed by a single person, 63% were developed in a small group and 18% were developed with 
wide involvement (see figure 4.5.1). However, the bigger the firm the wider the involvement (see 
figure 4.5.1). The reason for this may be explained, as reasoned before, that, the bigger the 
firm, the more coordination mechanisms are needed to control and steer the company. The 
leaders, then, are looking for other ways than direct control, and the concept of vision may be 
one way. Furthermore, it could be argued that there are other sets of capabilities required for 
leaders of bigger firms than for smaller, and those managers therefore tend to become more 
‘professional’ with more ‘schooling’ behind them. Those leaders may therefore have come 
across the vision concept. However, it may also be explained by the fact that small firms may 
not have many people to be included in the process to begin with, and therefore have a more 
narrow involvement.  
According to O'Brien and Meadows (2000),one possible explanation for using different methodologies to 
describe who is responsible of the visioning could be found in the surrounding culture, where ‘who is 
involved in vision development could be influenced by the organisational culture. Therefore in our 
culture the model of a single person development is more likely to occur. On the other hand, it is possible 
that more open cultures encourage wider participation in vision development.’ The Swedish firms would 
then be expected to have a wider involvement, but, there is no strong support for that statement in this 
study.  
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5.1.5. The vision development process – (SQ) How was the vision developed? 
 
 
Despite the fact that thee have been numerous articles over the years providing methodologies of 
visioning or a pathway for developing a corporate vision, there is little empirical research 
documenting the process used and the tools applied by organizations who develop visions.  Previous 
research provided prescriptive methodologies of visioning or development of visions, but few of them 
describe how organisations generally develop and use visions. The process described in earlier 
research has normally used case studies where the author describes a process, and pros and cons of 
vision and vision development. The literature on how to develop visions, or vision methodologies are 
rather diverse. For example, Nanus (1992) states that there is no ‘single, infallible path creating the 
right vision for an organization’. Furthermore, Westly and Mintzberg (1989) claim that vision is 
something created deliberately or is something that appears suddenly. And Wilson (1992) argues that 
developing a strategic vision is not always a stepwise approach neither is it a panacea nor a stand-
alone methodology. Rather it is an integrated part of strategic management and the whole process 
brings and adds to an integrated product, a coherent, meaningful whole. However, in the literature 
on how to develop visions there are two schools of thought (considering the methodologies). 
First, there is the view that ‘visioning’ or ‘vision development’ simply refers to yet another 
process of strategic development. Second, there is the view that approaches to vision 
development should ‘start with the end in mind’.   
 
The ‘strategic development’ methodologies (e.g. Wilson, 1992) are similar or the same as 
those used in the general text book example on strategic planning. Those who develop visions 
are expected to analyse the external environment to find opportunities and threats, and at the 
same time, analyse the organisation’s strengths and weaknesses in order to later develop 
strategies to match the organisations strengths with the opportunities in the environment.   
 
The ‘start with the end in mind’ (e.g. Stewart, 1993) view has turned the process around, 
arguing that it is easier to start to articulate the end product, what we want to achieve or become, the 
vision (Simpson, 1990). This approach focuses on creativity rather than structural analysis. 
Visioning in this way enables the developers to put aside reason temporarily and look beyond 
the present to the future as they would like it to be (Simpson, 1990).   
 
 128 
The results from this study indicate that there is not a single approach to developing a vision, 
and the ways of vision development are as diverse as the literature. However, the most 
common answer was that it was ‘integrated into the strategic planning process’ and through 
‘discussions’. Work shops were also used amongst the medium sized firms (see figure 4.6.1). 
Furthermore, when considering which techniques they used in the process, there seems to be 
support for a ‘strategic development’ approach due to heavy use of management techniques if 
considering the bigger firms. The smaller companies did not use management techniques to 
the same extent (see figure 4.6.4.). It could be that they used similar approach as the ‘start 
with the end in mind’, maybe due to not being in business as long or knowledge of the 
techniques that could help in trying to run the company (this issue has been discussed 
previously in this chapter). This could be interpreted that small firms without knowledge and 
experience tend to use a ‘start with the end in mind’ (if they develop a vision at all) and the 
bigger they get the more they tend to use the concept and favour a ‘strategic development’ 
methodology. However, it could also be that they have used the management techniques 
without the purpose of developing a vision, and at some point come up with a vision, more or 
less in an informal way. In this way the ‘strategic tools’ may have fed into a ‘mental map’ of 
the business which then triggers thoughts about a vision.  
 
Writers on vision development have argued that scenarios provide one way of analysing and 
thinking strategically about the environment.  According to these authors, scenarios can fruitfully 
help us to think about the future, and address issues relevant for the creation process (Nanus, 1992). 
Various authors describing the techniques of scenarios and scenario-planning in the context of vision 
(Schoemaker, 1992, Wilson, 1992, Nanus, 1992, 0'Brien, 1996, van der Heijden 1996, O'Brien 
and Meadows, 1998), there is not much support that these have been used amongst firms. 
However the results show, as discussed previously, that the process of developing the vision is 
rather long (over a year on average). Furthermore, 87% claimed that it was of a continuous 
nature (see figure 4.6.3.) and neither slow or fast (see figure 4.6.2). These findings show that 
the common practice of developing a vision can not be considered to be a single event as 
proclaimed in many methodologies, but rather as one continues process. In drawing parallels 
to the strategy literature, the visioning methodologies argue for a deliberate approach, while 
the common practice is more ‘emergent’ (see Mintzberg, 1994). This thesis therefore informs 
the literature that common practice is something different from what the vision methodologies 
proclaim. However, this is not to state that the methodologies are useless; they may be just 
what many companies’ need.   
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5.2. Conclusion 
 
 
The purpose of this section is to conclude the study. First, the limitations are discussed.   
Secondly, recommendations for managers, policy and academia are given. Finally, some 
comments will be made about the research journey.  
 
5.2.1. A general discussion about the contribution  
 
This thesis set out to investigate the complicated world of corporate visioning, and this thesis 
has contributed to the general knowledge in different ways. With the exception of prescriptive 
literatures where the authors prescribe how organizations should go about developing their 
visions, this study is one of the first to provide a wider picture of visioning inside firms. These 
prescriptive cases should not be ignored, but one should bear in mind that it is unlikely that a 
consultant would report of a failed visioning project.  
 
This study follows the work of O’Brian and Meadows (2000) to a large degree but there are 
some major differences.  First, this study includes 151 firms whereas their study included 91 
big UK firms. Second, this study was more inclusive as more factors were investigated and 
analysed. Third, whereas O’Brian and Meadows (2000) studied big firms, the firms 
investigated herein were small and medium sized firms. Fourth, this study has included an 
international comparison between Scotland and Sweden whereas the O’Brian and Meadows 
(2000) study focused entirely on UK firms. These differences cast new light on our 
knowledge of visioning.  
 
To summarise, the differences in comparison to the O’Brian and Meadows (2000) study are 
that we found that not all companies have developed visions. The size of the firm has a major 
influence (or the other way around) not just if they developed vision or not, the use of 
techniques and the factors considered in the process.  In short, as previously discussed, the 
major finding is that the practices of developing visions are diverse, the process is more like a 
continuous process rather than a single event, and there are few differences depending on 
nationalities but more so depending of the size of the firms.  
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5.2.2. Limitations of the thesis 
 
 
As this study adopted a deductive approach, many of the limitations are associated with 
conducting this kind of research. First, it could be argued that the theory was not ‘correct’ or 
if there is such a thing as a theory. As the concepts which this study aimed to investigate are 
drawn from the literature, it could be argued that some important themes are missing from the 
extant literature and this could in turn create problems when it comes to operationalising the 
research. It would then be difficult to know what to operationalise. As was described in the 
literature, there is little coherence in what a vision is or how it is developed. There are 
different views. We have investigated some of those, but there may be others. For example, 
more parallels could be drawn to other theories in management and other disciplines. One 
thing which could have been included in the literature was the debate of ‘emergent or/and 
deliberate strategy’, especially considering the findings of this study].  
 
A researcher drawn to the idealistic viewpoint of the world may even question if one 
interprets the words in the same way, how could one make a comparison if there are different 
interpretations of the phenomena? However, this research is based on the assumption that 
there is such a thing as a common language and that the words mean something similar to all 
people. Still, as the theory on vision is of a prescriptive nature it could be argued that there is 
not enough to make up ‘a theory’ on vision and visioning to start with.  
 
Secondly, there could be a problem when it comes to the response rate. As shown in this 
study, there is difference depending on size and nationalities when it comes to the results but 
also when it comes to response rate. As it is difficult to know anything about the vision 
development processes of those who did not respond, the generalisabililty of results may be 
weak. It could be hypothesized that the people who responded to the questionnaire are the 
ones who had visions and find them useful; whereas the people who did not reply felt ‘less 
professional’ because they did not have a vision and therefore chose not to reply. In this case, 
it would be likely to overestimate the use of vision. From the responses, a tendency for this 
illuminates. The early responses to a greater extent; had visions, have used management 
techniques, involved more stakeholder and in general more positive towards the concept and 
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the study. This argument becomes even stronger, considering the skewed distribution of the 
firms of different sizes.  The use of visions is maybe not as great as some might argue. 
 
Thirdly, it could be that as time goes by the use of visions and visioning changes. For 
example, as the concept gains acceptance amongst practitioners, visioning gets used more and 
more and people might begin to approach it with the methodologies provided in the literature. 
They may perhaps find some other approaches for developing visions. The opposite may also 
be the case as ‘the vision thing’ may be seen as a fad and ignored. The results of this study 
may therefore be time-dependent. 
 
 
5.2.3. Recommendations for Academia, Managers and Policy 
 
 
Academics and the research society should have much to gain from this study, as this study 
shines fresh light on the gap between theory and practice. Could it be that we have distanced 
ourselves from reality, and just sitting in our ‘ivory towers’ and in our ignorance believe that 
we have all the answers? We should instead try to improve our knowledge of the reality, and 
this study is one step in that direction. 
 
The framework developed by O’Brian and Meadows (2000) has proved to be useful to 
systematise the vision concept, but has, as with any research of a deductive approach, some 
drawbacks. The research community is aware of the nature of research in social contexts and 
does realise that this study or O’Brian and Meadows’ (2000) study can not paint the full 
picture of the phenomena of corporate visioning. Although an important step, these studies 
provide just one step towards developing a fuller understanding. To further our knowledge 
and understanding of vision development, other research approaches like case studies may 
prove to be useful, as they may gain insight towards the deeper underlying factors or settings 
that influence organisations in vision development and how they go about doing it. This may 
be done by applying different perspectives such as system theory, contingency theory, etc. 
The opportunities to advance the study of corporate visioning are enormous. One 
advancement would be to consider how the visions get implemented (or not). If it leads to 
success and what could be paramount in bringing the vision to life? This study is also one of 
the first to provide a wider picture of visioning inside firms and has shown that the use of 
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visions and how these are developed varies greatly depending on the size of the firms. This 
opens up further opportunities to ask questions like: why don’t smaller firms develop visions 
to the same extent as larger firms?  Could it be that ‘corporate visioning’ is a critical success 
factor and is entirely or part responsible for turning small firms into bigger ones?  
 
Today’s business environment provides challenges to all organisations, a vision for the future 
has been argued to be paramount for its survival. Visioning as a concept is to redirect, to find or to 
seek out the changes that may influence the organisation to be proactive instead of reactive. This is of 
special importance as the market and the environment change in different ways. The changes often 
follows a pattern of slow, gradually accelerating decline over long time periods and then rapid demise 
(Senge, 1990). Gratton (1996) states that leaders have recognised that the capability of 
developing visions is one of the most sought after ability for this new millennium. 
Furthermore, Hamel and Prahalad (1994, 1989) state that many firms spend too little effort on 
visioning, debating and describing the future. However, Coulson-Thomas (1992) found that 
vision helped business unit managers to think more in the long-term. Furthermore, it has been 
argued that visions “create a sense of community that permeate the organisation and give 
coherence to diverse activities” (Senge, 1990: 206).  
 
This study has shown that especially smaller firms spend little time and effort when it comes 
to the terms ‘vision’ and ‘visioning’. Here there is a gap between (prescriptive) theory and 
practice. Managers should try to look ahead and get in print what the company aiming is for, 
or wants to become in the future. The companies that have developed a vision usually find the 
process useful and are positive towards the concept. These companies are also the ones that 
have grown and become bigger. The prescriptive models provided in the literature may be 
helpful as a start. 
 
 
5.2.4. Learning journey 
 
 
This research project has been a long and tedious although a great learning process. The 
knowledge gain refers to the field of management, strategy and leadership, research and 
academia in general but most importantly, issues on a personal level. The research started out 
with wide readings in management and related areas, along with participation in the academic 
life, with teaching, grading and research. During this time the concept of vision made its 
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entry. The readings ranged from general to the more specific, until a level where the research 
question could be established.  At this time the Swedish students funding services changed the 
regulation so that research-students did not get the 3 extra years of funding as they used to. 
This changed the situation considerably. I had to move back to Sweden and seek employment. 
However, I was so interested in the topic of vision and possibly a bit naive to believe that I 
could continue with this research project. This proved to be harder than expected: getting ‘in’ 
and ‘out’ of the research is not something I recommend. However, after much work this thesis 
finally got written. 
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Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
14,57.
b. 
 
Crosstabs 
Case Processing Summary
124 82,1% 27 17,9% 151 100,0%
SIZE2 * The Company
have a stated or
written vision
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
SIZE2 * The Company have a stated or written vision Crosstabulation
15 15 30
50,0% 50,0% 100,0%
12,1% 12,1% 24,2%
21 14 35
60,0% 40,0% 100,0%
16,9% 11,3% 28,2%
50 9 59
84,7% 15,3% 100,0%
40,3% 7,3% 47,6%
86 38 124
69,4% 30,6% 100,0%
69,4% 30,6% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
SIZE2
Total
Yes No
The Company have a
stated or written vision
Total
 
 5
Chi-Square Tests
13,304a 2 ,001
13,729 2 ,001
12,581 1 ,000
124
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 9,19.
a. 
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
If the vision is of a positive or negative kind
95
56
1,00
1,00
1,00
Valid
Missing
N
1
2
3
Percentiles
 
If the vision is of a positive or negative kind
94 62,3 98,9 98,9
1 ,7 1,1 100,0
95 62,9 100,0
56 37,1
151 100,0
Positive
Negative
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
94 94 94 94
57 57 57 57
,0000 ,0000 ,0000 ,0000
,0000 ,0000 ,0000 ,0000
,0000 ,0000 ,0000 ,0000
Valid
Missing
N
1
2
3
Percentiles
A picture Words
Behavioural
standards Other
 
Frequency Table 
 6
A picture
81 53,6 86,2 86,2
13 8,6 13,8 100,0
94 62,3 100,0
57 37,7
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Words
14 9,3 14,9 14,9
80 53,0 85,1 100,0
94 62,3 100,0
57 37,7
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Behavioural standards
77 51,0 81,9 81,9
17 11,3 18,1 100,0
94 62,3 100,0
57 37,7
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Other
92 60,9 97,9 97,9
2 1,3 2,1 100,0
94 62,3 100,0
57 37,7
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Crosstabs 
 7
Case Processing Summary
94 62,3% 57 37,7% 151 100,0%
86 57,0% 65 43,0% 151 100,0%
94 62,3% 57 37,7% 151 100,0%
86 57,0% 65 43,0% 151 100,0%
94 62,3% 57 37,7% 151 100,0%
86 57,0% 65 43,0% 151 100,0%
94 62,3% 57 37,7% 151 100,0%
86 57,0% 65 43,0% 151 100,0%
A picture * Country
A picture * SIZE2
Words * Country
Words * SIZE2
Behavioural
standards * Country
Behavioural
standards * SIZE2
Other * Country
Other * SIZE2
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
A picture * Country 
Crosstab
57 24 81
70,4% 29,6% 100,0%
60,6% 25,5% 86,2%
9 4 13
69,2% 30,8% 100,0%
9,6% 4,3% 13,8%
66 28 94
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
Count
% within A picture
% of Total
Count
% within A picture
% of Total
Count
% within A picture
% of Total
No
Yes
A picture
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,007b 1 ,934
,000 1 1,000
,007 1 ,934
1,000 ,583
,007 1 ,934
94
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,87.
b. 
 
A picture * SIZE2 
 8
Crosstab
15 18 41 74
20,3% 24,3% 55,4% 100,0%
17,4% 20,9% 47,7% 86,0%
1 3 8 12
8,3% 25,0% 66,7% 100,0%
1,2% 3,5% 9,3% 14,0%
16 21 49 86
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
Count
% within A picture
% of Total
Count
% within A picture
% of Total
Count
% within A picture
% of Total
No
Yes
A picture
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,023a 2 ,600
1,188 2 ,552
,902 1 ,342
86
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,23.
a. 
 
Words * Country 
Crosstab
11 3 14
78,6% 21,4% 100,0%
11,7% 3,2% 14,9%
55 25 80
68,8% 31,3% 100,0%
58,5% 26,6% 85,1%
66 28 94
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
Count
% within Words
% of Total
Count
% within Words
% of Total
Count
% within Words
% of Total
No
Yes
Words
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
 9
Chi-Square Tests
,550b 1 ,459
,180 1 ,671
,579 1 ,447
,543 ,346
,544 1 ,461
94
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
4,17.
b. 
 
Words * SIZE2 
Crosstab
5 2 7 14
35,7% 14,3% 50,0% 100,0%
5,8% 2,3% 8,1% 16,3%
11 19 42 72
15,3% 26,4% 58,3% 100,0%
12,8% 22,1% 48,8% 83,7%
16 21 49 86
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Words
% of Total
Count
% within Words
% of Total
Count
% within Words
% of Total
No
Yes
Words
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,477a 2 ,176
3,139 2 ,208
1,576 1 ,209
86
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,60.
a. 
 
Behavioural standards * Country 
 10
Crosstab
55 22 77
71,4% 28,6% 100,0%
58,5% 23,4% 81,9%
11 6 17
64,7% 35,3% 100,0%
11,7% 6,4% 18,1%
66 28 94
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
Count
% within Behavioural
standards
% of Total
Count
% within Behavioural
standards
% of Total
Count
% within Behavioural
standards
% of Total
No
Yes
Behavioural
standards
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,301b 1 ,583
,065 1 ,798
,294 1 ,588
,571 ,390
,298 1 ,585
94
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
5,06.
b. 
 
Behavioural standards * SIZE2 
 11
Crosstab
12 17 41 70
17,1% 24,3% 58,6% 100,0%
14,0% 19,8% 47,7% 81,4%
4 4 8 16
25,0% 25,0% 50,0% 100,0%
4,7% 4,7% 9,3% 18,6%
16 21 49 86
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Behavioural
standards
% of Total
Count
% within Behavioural
standards
% of Total
Count
% within Behavioural
standards
% of Total
No
Yes
Behavioural
standards
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,603a 2 ,740
,576 2 ,750
,571 1 ,450
86
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,98.
a. 
 
Other * Country 
Crosstab
64 28 92
69,6% 30,4% 100,0%
68,1% 29,8% 97,9%
2 2
100,0% 100,0%
2,1% 2,1%
66 28 94
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
Count
% within Other
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
 12
Chi-Square Tests
,867b 1 ,352
,022 1 ,881
1,433 1 ,231
1,000 ,491
,858 1 ,354
94
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
2 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
,60.
b. 
 
Other * SIZE2 
Crosstab
14 21 49 84
16,7% 25,0% 58,3% 100,0%
16,3% 24,4% 57,0% 97,7%
2 2
100,0% 100,0%
2,3% 2,3%
16 21 49 86
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Other
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
8,958a 2 ,011
6,941 2 ,031
6,367 1 ,012
86
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,37.
a. 
 
Crosstabs 
 13
Case Processing Summary
94 62,3% 57 37,7% 151 100,0%
86 57,0% 65 43,0% 151 100,0%
94 62,3% 57 37,7% 151 100,0%
86 57,0% 65 43,0% 151 100,0%
94 62,3% 57 37,7% 151 100,0%
86 57,0% 65 43,0% 151 100,0%
94 62,3% 57 37,7% 151 100,0%
86 57,0% 65 43,0% 151 100,0%
88 58,3% 63 41,7% 151 100,0%
80 53,0% 71 47,0% 151 100,0%
88 58,3% 63 41,7% 151 100,0%
80 53,0% 71 47,0% 151 100,0%
88 58,3% 63 41,7% 151 100,0%
80 53,0% 71 47,0% 151 100,0%
88 58,3% 63 41,7% 151 100,0%
80 53,0% 71 47,0% 151 100,0%
A picture * Country
A picture * SIZE2
Words * Country
Words * SIZE2
Behavioural standards *
Country
Behavioural standards *
SIZE2
Other * Country
Other * SIZE2
Short metaphor * Country
Short metaphor * SIZE2
Slogan * Country
Slogan * SIZE2
Memorable statement *
Country
Memorable statement *
SIZE2
Other * Country
Other * SIZE2
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
A picture * Country 
Crosstab
57 24 81
70,4% 29,6% 100,0%
60,6% 25,5% 86,2%
9 4 13
69,2% 30,8% 100,0%
9,6% 4,3% 13,8%
66 28 94
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
Count
% within A picture
% of Total
Count
% within A picture
% of Total
Count
% within A picture
% of Total
No
Yes
A picture
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
 14
Chi-Square Tests
,007b 1 ,934
,000 1 1,000
,007 1 ,934
1,000 ,583
,007 1 ,934
94
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,87.
b. 
 
A picture * SIZE2 
Crosstab
15 18 41 74
20,3% 24,3% 55,4% 100,0%
17,4% 20,9% 47,7% 86,0%
1 3 8 12
8,3% 25,0% 66,7% 100,0%
1,2% 3,5% 9,3% 14,0%
16 21 49 86
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
Count
% within A picture
% of Total
Count
% within A picture
% of Total
Count
% within A picture
% of Total
No
Yes
A picture
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,023a 2 ,600
1,188 2 ,552
,902 1 ,342
86
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,23.
a. 
 
Words * Country 
 15
Crosstab
11 3 14
78,6% 21,4% 100,0%
11,7% 3,2% 14,9%
55 25 80
68,8% 31,3% 100,0%
58,5% 26,6% 85,1%
66 28 94
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
Count
% within Words
% of Total
Count
% within Words
% of Total
Count
% within Words
% of Total
No
Yes
Words
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,550b 1 ,459
,180 1 ,671
,579 1 ,447
,543 ,346
,544 1 ,461
94
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
4,17.
b. 
 
Words * SIZE2 
Crosstab
5 2 7 14
35,7% 14,3% 50,0% 100,0%
5,8% 2,3% 8,1% 16,3%
11 19 42 72
15,3% 26,4% 58,3% 100,0%
12,8% 22,1% 48,8% 83,7%
16 21 49 86
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Words
% of Total
Count
% within Words
% of Total
Count
% within Words
% of Total
No
Yes
Words
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
 16
Chi-Square Tests
3,477a 2 ,176
3,139 2 ,208
1,576 1 ,209
86
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,60.
a. 
 
Behavioural standards * Country 
Crosstab
55 22 77
71,4% 28,6% 100,0%
58,5% 23,4% 81,9%
11 6 17
64,7% 35,3% 100,0%
11,7% 6,4% 18,1%
66 28 94
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
Count
% within Behavioural
standards
% of Total
Count
% within Behavioural
standards
% of Total
Count
% within Behavioural
standards
% of Total
No
Yes
Behavioural
standards
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,301b 1 ,583
,065 1 ,798
,294 1 ,588
,571 ,390
,298 1 ,585
94
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
5,06.
b. 
 
Behavioural standards * SIZE2 
 17
Crosstab
12 17 41 70
17,1% 24,3% 58,6% 100,0%
14,0% 19,8% 47,7% 81,4%
4 4 8 16
25,0% 25,0% 50,0% 100,0%
4,7% 4,7% 9,3% 18,6%
16 21 49 86
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Behavioural
standards
% of Total
Count
% within Behavioural
standards
% of Total
Count
% within Behavioural
standards
% of Total
No
Yes
Behavioural
standards
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,603a 2 ,740
,576 2 ,750
,571 1 ,450
86
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,98.
a. 
 
Other * Country 
Crosstab
64 28 92
69,6% 30,4% 100,0%
68,1% 29,8% 97,9%
2 2
100,0% 100,0%
2,1% 2,1%
66 28 94
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
70,2% 29,8% 100,0%
Count
% within Other
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
 18
Chi-Square Tests
,867b 1 ,352
,022 1 ,881
1,433 1 ,231
1,000 ,491
,858 1 ,354
94
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
2 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
,60.
b. 
 
Other * SIZE2 
Crosstab
14 21 49 84
16,7% 25,0% 58,3% 100,0%
16,3% 24,4% 57,0% 97,7%
2 2
100,0% 100,0%
2,3% 2,3%
16 21 49 86
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
18,6% 24,4% 57,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Other
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
8,958a 2 ,011
6,941 2 ,031
6,367 1 ,012
86
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,37.
a. 
 
Short metaphor * Country 
 19
Crosstab
46 23 69
66,7% 33,3% 100,0%
52,3% 26,1% 78,4%
15 4 19
78,9% 21,1% 100,0%
17,0% 4,5% 21,6%
61 27 88
69,3% 30,7% 100,0%
69,3% 30,7% 100,0%
Count
% within Short metaphor
% of Total
Count
% within Short metaphor
% of Total
Count
% within Short metaphor
% of Total
No
Yes
Short metaphor
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,056b 1 ,304
,558 1 ,455
1,114 1 ,291
,404 ,231
1,044 1 ,307
88
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
5,83.
b. 
 
Short metaphor * SIZE2 
Crosstab
12 17 34 63
19,0% 27,0% 54,0% 100,0%
15,0% 21,3% 42,5% 78,8%
2 3 12 17
11,8% 17,6% 70,6% 100,0%
2,5% 3,8% 15,0% 21,3%
14 20 46 80
17,5% 25,0% 57,5% 100,0%
17,5% 25,0% 57,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Short metaphor
% of Total
Count
% within Short metaphor
% of Total
Count
% within Short metaphor
% of Total
No
Yes
Short metaphor
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
 20
Chi-Square Tests
1,516a 2 ,469
1,564 2 ,458
1,280 1 ,258
80
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,98.
a. 
 
Slogan * Country 
Crosstab
53 23 76
69,7% 30,3% 100,0%
60,2% 26,1% 86,4%
8 4 12
66,7% 33,3% 100,0%
9,1% 4,5% 13,6%
61 27 88
69,3% 30,7% 100,0%
69,3% 30,7% 100,0%
Count
% within Slogan
% of Total
Count
% within Slogan
% of Total
Count
% within Slogan
% of Total
No
Yes
Slogan
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,046b 1 ,830
,000 1 1,000
,045 1 ,831
1,000 ,535
,045 1 ,831
88
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,68.
b. 
 
Slogan * SIZE2 
 21
Crosstab
12 17 39 68
17,6% 25,0% 57,4% 100,0%
15,0% 21,3% 48,8% 85,0%
2 3 7 12
16,7% 25,0% 58,3% 100,0%
2,5% 3,8% 8,8% 15,0%
14 20 46 80
17,5% 25,0% 57,5% 100,0%
17,5% 25,0% 57,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Slogan
% of Total
Count
% within Slogan
% of Total
Count
% within Slogan
% of Total
No
Yes
Slogan
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,007a 2 ,996
,007 2 ,996
,007 1 ,935
80
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,10.
a. 
 
Memorable statement * Country 
Crosstab
29 13 42
69,0% 31,0% 100,0%
33,0% 14,8% 47,7%
32 14 46
69,6% 30,4% 100,0%
36,4% 15,9% 52,3%
61 27 88
69,3% 30,7% 100,0%
69,3% 30,7% 100,0%
Count
% within Memorable
statement
% of Total
Count
% within Memorable
statement
% of Total
Count
% within Memorable
statement
% of Total
No
Yes
Memorable
statement
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
 22
Chi-Square Tests
,003b 1 ,958
,000 1 1,000
,003 1 ,958
1,000 ,570
,003 1 ,958
88
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
12,89.
b. 
 
Memorable statement * SIZE2 
Crosstab
7 9 24 40
17,5% 22,5% 60,0% 100,0%
8,8% 11,3% 30,0% 50,0%
7 11 22 40
17,5% 27,5% 55,0% 100,0%
8,8% 13,8% 27,5% 50,0%
14 20 46 80
17,5% 25,0% 57,5% 100,0%
17,5% 25,0% 57,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Memorable
statement
% of Total
Count
% within Memorable
statement
% of Total
Count
% within Memorable
statement
% of Total
No
Yes
Memorable
statement
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,287a 2 ,866
,287 2 ,866
,084 1 ,772
80
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 7,00.
a. 
 
Other * Country 
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Crosstab
52 20 72
72,2% 27,8% 100,0%
59,1% 22,7% 81,8%
9 7 16
56,3% 43,8% 100,0%
10,2% 8,0% 18,2%
61 27 88
69,3% 30,7% 100,0%
69,3% 30,7% 100,0%
Count
% within Other
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,570b 1 ,210
,909 1 ,340
1,498 1 ,221
,239 ,169
1,552 1 ,213
88
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
4,91.
b. 
 
Other * SIZE2 
Crosstab
11 14 39 64
17,2% 21,9% 60,9% 100,0%
13,8% 17,5% 48,8% 80,0%
3 6 7 16
18,8% 37,5% 43,8% 100,0%
3,8% 7,5% 8,8% 20,0%
14 20 46 80
17,5% 25,0% 57,5% 100,0%
17,5% 25,0% 57,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Other
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
1,925a 2 ,382
1,847 2 ,397
,753 1 ,385
80
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,80.
a. 
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
88 88 88 88
63 63 63 63
0 0 1 0
,00 ,00 ,00 ,00
,00 ,00 ,00 ,00
,00 ,00 ,00 ,00
Valid
Missing
N
Mode
1
2
3
Percentiles
Short
metaphor Slogan
Memorable
statement Other
 
Frequency Table 
Short metaphor
69 45,7 78,4 78,4
19 12,6 21,6 100,0
88 58,3 100,0
63 41,7
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Slogan
76 50,3 86,4 86,4
12 7,9 13,6 100,0
88 58,3 100,0
63 41,7
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Memorable statement
42 27,8 47,7 47,7
46 30,5 52,3 100,0
88 58,3 100,0
63 41,7
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Other
72 47,7 81,8 81,8
16 10,6 18,2 100,0
88 58,3 100,0
63 41,7
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Crosstabs 
Case Processing Summary
93 61,6% 58 38,4% 151 100,0%
94 62,3% 57 37,7% 151 100,0%
93 61,6% 58 38,4% 151 100,0%
93 61,6% 58 38,4% 151 100,0%
93 61,6% 58 38,4% 151 100,0%
94 62,3% 57 37,7% 151 100,0%
79 52,3% 72 47,7% 151 100,0%
85 56,3% 66 43,7% 151 100,0%
86 57,0% 65 43,0% 151 100,0%
85 56,3% 66 43,7% 151 100,0%
85 56,3% 66 43,7% 151 100,0%
85 56,3% 66 43,7% 151 100,0%
86 57,0% 65 43,0% 151 100,0%
72 47,7% 79 52,3% 151 100,0%
Country * Regional growth
Country * Market share
growth
Country *
Mergers/Partnership/Joint
Venture
Country * Cost
Country * Customer focus
Country * Innovation
Country * Other
SIZE2 * Regional growth
SIZE2 * Market share
growth
SIZE2 *
Mergers/Partnership/Joint
Venture
SIZE2 * Cost
SIZE2 * Customer focus
SIZE2 * Innovation
SIZE2 * Other
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
Country * Regional growth 
 26
Crosstab
55 11 66
83,3% 16,7% 100,0%
59,1% 11,8% 71,0%
14 13 27
51,9% 48,1% 100,0%
15,1% 14,0% 29,0%
69 24 93
74,2% 25,8% 100,0%
74,2% 25,8% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Swedish
Scottish
Country
Total
No Yes
Regional growth
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
9,918b 1 ,002
8,342 1 ,004
9,343 1 ,002
,003 ,002
9,812 1 ,002
93
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
6,97.
b. 
 
Country * Market share growth 
Crosstab
27 40 67
40,3% 59,7% 100,0%
28,7% 42,6% 71,3%
9 18 27
33,3% 66,7% 100,0%
9,6% 19,1% 28,7%
36 58 94
38,3% 61,7% 100,0%
38,3% 61,7% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Swedish
Scottish
Country
Total
No Yes
Market share growth
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,395b 1 ,530
,155 1 ,694
,400 1 ,527
,641 ,350
,391 1 ,532
94
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
10,34.
b. 
 
Country * Mergers/Partnership/Joint Venture 
Crosstab
61 5 66
92,4% 7,6% 100,0%
65,6% 5,4% 71,0%
20 7 27
74,1% 25,9% 100,0%
21,5% 7,5% 29,0%
81 12 93
87,1% 12,9% 100,0%
87,1% 12,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Swedish
Scottish
Country
Total
No Yes
Mergers/Partnership/J
oint Venture
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
5,741b 1 ,017
4,224 1 ,040
5,208 1 ,022
,035 ,023
5,679 1 ,017
93
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,48.
b. 
 
Country * Cost 
 28
Crosstab
60 6 66
90,9% 9,1% 100,0%
64,5% 6,5% 71,0%
22 5 27
81,5% 18,5% 100,0%
23,7% 5,4% 29,0%
82 11 93
88,2% 11,8% 100,0%
88,2% 11,8% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Swedish
Scottish
Country
Total
No Yes
Cost
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,633b 1 ,201
,854 1 ,355
1,521 1 ,217
,287 ,176
1,615 1 ,204
93
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,19.
b. 
 
Country * Customer focus 
Crosstab
22 44 66
33,3% 66,7% 100,0%
23,7% 47,3% 71,0%
3 24 27
11,1% 88,9% 100,0%
3,2% 25,8% 29,0%
25 68 93
26,9% 73,1% 100,0%
26,9% 73,1% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Swedish
Scottish
Country
Total
No Yes
Customer focus
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
4,814b 1 ,028
3,750 1 ,053
5,410 1 ,020
,038 ,022
4,762 1 ,029
93
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
7,26.
b. 
 
Country * Innovation 
Crosstab
42 25 67
62,7% 37,3% 100,0%
44,7% 26,6% 71,3%
17 10 27
63,0% 37,0% 100,0%
18,1% 10,6% 28,7%
59 35 94
62,8% 37,2% 100,0%
62,8% 37,2% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Swedish
Scottish
Country
Total
No Yes
Innovation
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,001b 1 ,980
,000 1 1,000
,001 1 ,980
1,000 ,587
,001 1 ,980
94
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
10,05.
b. 
 
Country * Other 
 30
Crosstab
47 10 57
82,5% 17,5% 100,0%
59,5% 12,7% 72,2%
18 4 22
81,8% 18,2% 100,0%
22,8% 5,1% 27,8%
65 14 79
82,3% 17,7% 100,0%
82,3% 17,7% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Swedish
Scottish
Country
Total
No Yes
Other
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,004b 1 ,947
,000 1 1,000
,004 1 ,947
1,000 ,591
,004 1 ,947
79
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,90.
b. 
 
SIZE2 * Regional growth 
Crosstab
13 3 16
81,3% 18,8% 100,0%
15,3% 3,5% 18,8%
17 3 20
85,0% 15,0% 100,0%
20,0% 3,5% 23,5%
36 13 49
73,5% 26,5% 100,0%
42,4% 15,3% 57,6%
66 19 85
77,6% 22,4% 100,0%
77,6% 22,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
SIZE2
Total
No Yes
Regional growth
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
1,235a 2 ,539
1,280 2 ,527
,751 1 ,386
85
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3,58.
a. 
 
SIZE2 * Market share growth 
Crosstab
7 9 16
43,8% 56,3% 100,0%
8,1% 10,5% 18,6%
4 16 20
20,0% 80,0% 100,0%
4,7% 18,6% 23,3%
21 29 50
42,0% 58,0% 100,0%
24,4% 33,7% 58,1%
32 54 86
37,2% 62,8% 100,0%
37,2% 62,8% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
SIZE2
Total
No Yes
Market share growth
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,319a 2 ,190
3,555 2 ,169
,146 1 ,702
86
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5,95.
a. 
 
SIZE2 * Mergers/Partnership/Joint Venture 
 32
Crosstab
15 1 16
93,8% 6,3% 100,0%
17,6% 1,2% 18,8%
19 1 20
95,0% 5,0% 100,0%
22,4% 1,2% 23,5%
40 9 49
81,6% 18,4% 100,0%
47,1% 10,6% 57,6%
74 11 85
87,1% 12,9% 100,0%
87,1% 12,9% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
SIZE2
Total
No Yes
Mergers/Partnership/J
oint Venture
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,036a 2 ,219
3,335 2 ,189
2,338 1 ,126
85
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,07.
a. 
 
SIZE2 * Cost 
Crosstab
12 4 16
75,0% 25,0% 100,0%
14,1% 4,7% 18,8%
20 20
100,0% 100,0%
23,5% 23,5%
42 7 49
85,7% 14,3% 100,0%
49,4% 8,2% 57,6%
74 11 85
87,1% 12,9% 100,0%
87,1% 12,9% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
SIZE2
Total
No Yes
Cost
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
5,117a 2 ,077
7,309 2 ,026
,271 1 ,602
85
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,07.
a. 
 
SIZE2 * Customer focus 
Crosstab
6 10 16
37,5% 62,5% 100,0%
7,1% 11,8% 18,8%
5 15 20
25,0% 75,0% 100,0%
5,9% 17,6% 23,5%
13 36 49
26,5% 73,5% 100,0%
15,3% 42,4% 57,6%
24 61 85
28,2% 71,8% 100,0%
28,2% 71,8% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
SIZE2
Total
No Yes
Customer focus
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,851a 2 ,653
,818 2 ,664
,502 1 ,479
85
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,52.
a. 
 
SIZE2 * Innovation 
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Crosstab
13 3 16
81,3% 18,8% 100,0%
15,1% 3,5% 18,6%
11 9 20
55,0% 45,0% 100,0%
12,8% 10,5% 23,3%
28 22 50
56,0% 44,0% 100,0%
32,6% 25,6% 58,1%
52 34 86
60,5% 39,5% 100,0%
60,5% 39,5% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
SIZE2
Total
No Yes
Innovation
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,558a 2 ,169
3,865 2 ,145
2,430 1 ,119
86
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 6,33.
a. 
 
SIZE2 * Other 
Crosstab
14 2 16
87,5% 12,5% 100,0%
19,4% 2,8% 22,2%
9 2 11
81,8% 18,2% 100,0%
12,5% 2,8% 15,3%
36 9 45
80,0% 20,0% 100,0%
50,0% 12,5% 62,5%
59 13 72
81,9% 18,1% 100,0%
81,9% 18,1% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
SIZE2
Total
No Yes
Other
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,449a 2 ,799
,478 2 ,787
,420 1 ,517
72
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,99.
a. 
 
Crosstabs 
Case Processing Summary
134 88,7% 17 11,3% 151 100,0%
134 88,7% 17 11,3% 151 100,0%
134 88,7% 17 11,3% 151 100,0%
131 86,8% 20 13,2% 151 100,0%
The Company have a
clear long-term goal *
The Company have a
stated or written vision
The Company have n
idea of what it attempts
to achieve or to
become in the future *
The Company have a
stated or written vision
The Company have a
sense of direction
where it is heading *
The Company have a
stated or written vision
The Company have a
strategic intent * The
Company have a
stated or written vision
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
The Company have a clear long-term goal * The Company have a stated or written vision 
Crosstab
Count
88 23 111
5 13 18
1 4 5
94 40 134
Yes
No
Do not know
The Company have a
clear long-term goal
Total
Yes No
The Company have a
stated or written vision
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
25,856a 2 ,000
23,825 2 ,000
23,562 1 ,000
134
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,49.
a. 
 
Symmetric Measures
,421 ,083 5,331 ,000c
,439 ,086 5,617 ,000c
134
Pearson's RInterval by Interval
Spearman CorrelationOrdinal by Ordinal
N of Valid Cases
Value
Asymp.
Std. Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig.
Not assuming the null hypothesis.a. 
Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.b. 
Based on normal approximation.c. 
 
The Company have n idea of what it attempts to achieve or to become in the future * The Company 
have a stated or written vision 
Crosstab
Count
91 28 119
3 12 15
94 40 134
Yes
No
The Company have n
idea of what it attempts
to achieve or to
become in the future
Total
Yes No
The Company have a
stated or written vision
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
20,286b 1 ,000
17,679 1 ,000
18,508 1 ,000
,000 ,000
20,135 1 ,000
134
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
4,48.
b. 
 
Symmetric Measures
,389 ,086 4,853 ,000c
,389 ,086 4,853 ,000c
134
Pearson's RInterval by Interval
Spearman CorrelationOrdinal by Ordinal
N of Valid Cases
Value
Asymp.
Std. Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig.
Not assuming the null hypothesis.a. 
Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.b. 
Based on normal approximation.c. 
 
The Company have a sense of direction where it is heading * The Company have a stated or 
written vision 
Crosstab
Count
93 30 123
1 9 10
1 1
94 40 134
Yes
No
Do not know
The Company have
a sense of direction
where it is heading
Total
Yes No
The Company have a
stated or written vision
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
21,379a 2 ,000
20,208 2 ,000
20,178 1 ,000
134
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,30.
a. 
 
Symmetric Measures
,390 ,072 4,859 ,000c
,399 ,077 5,005 ,000c
134
Pearson's RInterval by Interval
Spearman CorrelationOrdinal by Ordinal
N of Valid Cases
Value
Asymp.
Std. Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig.
Not assuming the null hypothesis.a. 
Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.b. 
Based on normal approximation.c. 
 
The Company have a strategic intent * The Company have a stated or written vision 
Crosstab
Count
2 2
25 6 31
58 32 90
6 2 8
91 40 131
0
Yes
No
Do not know
The Company
have a strategic
intent
Total
Yes No
The Company have a
stated or written vision
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,891a 3 ,273
4,608 3 ,203
2,034 1 ,154
131
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (37,5%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,61.
a. 
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Symmetric Measures
,125 ,075 1,432 ,155c
,127 ,078 1,449 ,150c
131
Pearson's RInterval by Interval
Spearman CorrelationOrdinal by Ordinal
N of Valid Cases
Value
Asymp.
Std. Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig.
Not assuming the null hypothesis.a. 
Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.b. 
Based on normal approximation.c. 
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
142 142 141 139 80 114
9 9 10 12 71 37
Valid
Missing
N
The Company
have a clear
long-term
goal
The Company
have n idea of
what it
attempts to
achieve or to
become in the
future
The Company
have a sense
of direction
where it is
heading
The Company
have a
strategic
intent
Is it portait as
a image or
picture of how
the situation
would be if the
goal or
direction was
achieved
If the goal or
strategic
direction is of
a positive or
negative kind
 
Frequency Table 
The Company have a clear long-term goal
116 76,8 81,7 81,7
21 13,9 14,8 96,5
5 3,3 3,5 100,0
142 94,0 100,0
9 6,0
151 100,0
Yes
No
Do not know
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The Company have n idea of what it attempts to achieve or to become in the
future
126 83,4 88,7 88,7
16 10,6 11,3 100,0
142 94,0 100,0
9 6,0
151 100,0
Yes
No
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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The Company have a sense of direction where it is heading
129 85,4 91,5 91,5
11 7,3 7,8 99,3
1 ,7 ,7 100,0
141 93,4 100,0
10 6,6
151 100,0
Yes
No
Do not know
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The Company have a strategic intent
2 1,3 1,4 1,4
32 21,2 23,0 24,5
96 63,6 69,1 93,5
9 6,0 6,5 100,0
139 92,1 100,0
12 7,9
151 100,0
0
Yes
No
Do not know
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Is it portait as a image or picture of how the situation would be if the goal or
direction was achieved
22 14,6 27,5 27,5
58 38,4 72,5 100,0
80 53,0 100,0
71 47,0
151 100,0
Yes
No
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
If the goal or strategic direction is of a positive or negative kind
106 70,2 93,0 93,0
8 5,3 7,0 100,0
114 75,5 100,0
37 24,5
151 100,0
Positive
Neither
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Crosstabs 
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Case Processing Summary
127 84,1% 24 15,9% 151 100,0%
142 94,0% 9 6,0% 151 100,0%
127 84,1% 24 15,9% 151 100,0%
142 94,0% 9 6,0% 151 100,0%
126 83,4% 25 16,6% 151 100,0%
141 93,4% 10 6,6% 151 100,0%
124 82,1% 27 17,9% 151 100,0%
139 92,1% 12 7,9% 151 100,0%
The Company have a
clear long-term goal *
SIZE2
The Company have a
clear long-term goal *
Country
The Company have n
idea of what it attempts
to achieve or to become
in the future * SIZE2
The Company have n
idea of what it attempts
to achieve or to become
in the future * Country
The Company have a
sense of direction where
it is heading * SIZE2
The Company have a
sense of direction where
it is heading * Country
The Company have a
strategic intent * SIZE2
The Company have a
strategic intent * Country
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
The Company have a clear long-term goal * SIZE2 
Crosstab
21 27 55 103
65,6% 79,4% 90,2% 81,1%
16,5% 21,3% 43,3% 81,1%
8 7 5 20
25,0% 20,6% 8,2% 15,7%
6,3% 5,5% 3,9% 15,7%
3 1 4
9,4% 1,6% 3,1%
2,4% ,8% 3,1%
32 34 61 127
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
25,2% 26,8% 48,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Yes
No
Do not know
The Company have a
clear long-term goal
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
11,479a 4 ,022
11,475 4 ,022
8,773 1 ,003
127
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,01.
a. 
 
The Company have a clear long-term goal * Country 
Crosstab
74 42 116
81,3% 82,4% 81,7%
52,1% 29,6% 81,7%
16 5 21
17,6% 9,8% 14,8%
11,3% 3,5% 14,8%
1 4 5
1,1% 7,8% 3,5%
,7% 2,8% 3,5%
91 51 142
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
64,1% 35,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Yes
No
Do not know
The Company have a
clear long-term goal
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
5,563a 2 ,062
5,508 2 ,064
,439 1 ,508
142
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,80.
a. 
 
The Company have n idea of what it attempts to achieve or to become in the future * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
25 29 59 113
78,1% 85,3% 96,7% 89,0%
19,7% 22,8% 46,5% 89,0%
7 5 2 14
21,9% 14,7% 3,3% 11,0%
5,5% 3,9% 1,6% 11,0%
32 34 61 127
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
25,2% 26,8% 48,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Yes
No
The Company have n
idea of what it attempts
to achieve or to
become in the future
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
8,042a 2 ,018
8,520 2 ,014
7,868 1 ,005
127
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3,53.
a. 
 
The Company have n idea of what it attempts to achieve or to become in the future * Country 
Crosstab
78 48 126
85,7% 94,1% 88,7%
54,9% 33,8% 88,7%
13 3 16
14,3% 5,9% 11,3%
9,2% 2,1% 11,3%
91 51 142
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
64,1% 35,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Yes
No
The Company have n
idea of what it attempts
to achieve or to
become in the future
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
2,308b 1 ,129
1,544 1 ,214
2,529 1 ,112
,170 ,104
2,292 1 ,130
142
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
5,75.
b. 
 
The Company have a sense of direction where it is heading * SIZE2 
Crosstab
26 30 59 115
83,9% 88,2% 96,7% 91,3%
20,6% 23,8% 46,8% 91,3%
5 3 2 10
16,1% 8,8% 3,3% 7,9%
4,0% 2,4% 1,6% 7,9%
1 1
2,9% ,8%
,8% ,8%
31 34 61 126
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
24,6% 27,0% 48,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Yes
No
Do not know
The Company have
a sense of direction
where it is heading
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
7,448a 4 ,114
7,232 4 ,124
3,931 1 ,047
126
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
6 cells (66,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,25.
a. 
 
The Company have a sense of direction where it is heading * Country 
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Crosstab
80 49 129
88,9% 96,1% 91,5%
56,7% 34,8% 91,5%
9 2 11
10,0% 3,9% 7,8%
6,4% 1,4% 7,8%
1 1
1,1% ,7%
,7% ,7%
90 51 141
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
63,8% 36,2% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Yes
No
Do not know
The Company have
a sense of direction
where it is heading
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,292a 2 ,318
2,798 2 ,247
2,275 1 ,131
141
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,36.
a. 
 
The Company have a strategic intent * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
2 2
3,4% 1,6%
1,6% 1,6%
9 8 13 30
28,1% 24,2% 22,0% 24,2%
7,3% 6,5% 10,5% 24,2%
20 22 43 85
62,5% 66,7% 72,9% 68,5%
16,1% 17,7% 34,7% 68,5%
3 3 1 7
9,4% 9,1% 1,7% 5,6%
2,4% 2,4% ,8% 5,6%
32 33 59 124
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
25,8% 26,6% 47,6% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
0
Yes
No
Do not know
The Company
have a strategic
intent
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
5,985a 6 ,425
7,130 6 ,309
,627 1 ,428
124
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
6 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,52.
a. 
 
The Company have a strategic intent * Country 
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Crosstab
2 2
2,2% 1,4%
1,4% 1,4%
19 13 32
21,3% 26,0% 23,0%
13,7% 9,4% 23,0%
66 30 96
74,2% 60,0% 69,1%
47,5% 21,6% 69,1%
2 7 9
2,2% 14,0% 6,5%
1,4% 5,0% 6,5%
89 50 139
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
64,0% 36,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
0
Yes
No
Do not know
The Company
have a strategic
intent
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
9,183a 3 ,027
9,591 3 ,022
1,358 1 ,244
139
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (37,5%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,72.
a. 
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
114 114 113 113
37 37 38 38
Valid
Missing
N
A picture Words
Behaviour
standards Other
 
Frequency Table 
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A picture
109 72,2 95,6 95,6
5 3,3 4,4 100,0
114 75,5 100,0
37 24,5
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Words
37 24,5 32,5 32,5
77 51,0 67,5 100,0
114 75,5 100,0
37 24,5
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Behaviour standards
87 57,6 77,0 77,0
26 17,2 23,0 100,0
113 74,8 100,0
38 25,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Other
106 70,2 93,8 93,8
7 4,6 6,2 100,0
113 74,8 100,0
38 25,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
81 81 81 81
70 70 70 70
Valid
Missing
N
Short
metaphor Slogan
Memorable
statement Other
 
Frequency Table 
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Short metaphor
63 41,7 77,8 77,8
18 11,9 22,2 100,0
81 53,6 100,0
70 46,4
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Slogan
70 46,4 86,4 86,4
11 7,3 13,6 100,0
81 53,6 100,0
70 46,4
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Memorable statement
46 30,5 56,8 56,8
34 22,5 42,0 98,8
1 ,7 1,2 100,0
81 53,6 100,0
70 46,4
151 100,0
No
Yes
3,00
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Other
63 41,7 77,8 77,8
17 11,3 21,0 98,8
1 ,7 1,2 100,0
81 53,6 100,0
70 46,4
151 100,0
No
Yes
3,00
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
109 110 109 109 109 110 52
42 41 42 42 42 41 99
Valid
Missing
N
Regional
growth
Market share
growth
Mergers/Pa
rtnership/Jo
int Venture Cost
Customer
focus Innovation Other
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Frequency Table 
Regional growth
74 49,0 67,9 67,9
35 23,2 32,1 100,0
109 72,2 100,0
42 27,8
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Market share growth
39 25,8 35,5 35,5
71 47,0 64,5 100,0
110 72,8 100,0
41 27,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Mergers/Partnership/Joint Venture
92 60,9 84,4 84,4
17 11,3 15,6 100,0
109 72,2 100,0
42 27,8
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Cost
87 57,6 79,8 79,8
22 14,6 20,2 100,0
109 72,2 100,0
42 27,8
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Customer focus
44 29,1 40,4 40,4
65 43,0 59,6 100,0
109 72,2 100,0
42 27,8
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Innovation
74 49,0 67,3 67,3
36 23,8 32,7 100,0
110 72,8 100,0
41 27,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Other
42 27,8 80,8 80,8
10 6,6 19,2 100,0
52 34,4 100,0
99 65,6
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Summarize 
Case Processing Summarya
151 100,0% 0 ,0% 151 100,0%The startegic focus of thegoal or strategic direction
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Included Excluded Total
Cases
Limited to first 200 cases.a. 
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Case Summaries a
 
personlig
utveckling
Ekonomiskt
resultat
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Resultatorient
r….
0
 
 
 
 
 
 
Människor,
possitiv syn
Sverigest
bästa
direktleverant
ör,
charkföretag
och vara
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ande inom
segmentet
"fågelchark"
 
 
0
 
 
 
0
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0
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0
 
 
 
 
 
0
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0
 
 
 
 
0
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Lösa en
uppgift
Lönsamhet
0
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
The startegic
focus of the
goal or
strategic
direction
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Case Processing Summary
95 62,9% 56 37,1% 151 100,0%
109 72,2% 42 27,8% 151 100,0%
96 63,6% 55 36,4% 151 100,0%
110 72,8% 41 27,2% 151 100,0%
95 62,9% 56 37,1% 151 100,0%
109 72,2% 42 27,8% 151 100,0%
95 62,9% 56 37,1% 151 100,0%
109 72,2% 42 27,8% 151 100,0%
95 62,9% 56 37,1% 151 100,0%
109 72,2% 42 27,8% 151 100,0%
96 63,6% 55 36,4% 151 100,0%
110 72,8% 41 27,2% 151 100,0%
38 25,2% 113 74,8% 151 100,0%
52 34,4% 99 65,6% 151 100,0%
Regional growth * SIZE2
Regional growth * Country
Market share growth *
SIZE2
Market share growth *
Country
Mergers/Partnership/Joint
Venture * SIZE2
Mergers/Partnership/Joint
Venture * Country
Cost * SIZE2
Cost * Country
Customer focus * SIZE2
Customer focus * Country
Innovation * SIZE2
Innovation * Country
Other * SIZE2
Other * Country
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
Regional growth * SIZE2 
Crosstab
14 17 36 67
77,8% 65,4% 70,6% 70,5%
14,7% 17,9% 37,9% 70,5%
4 9 15 28
22,2% 34,6% 29,4% 29,5%
4,2% 9,5% 15,8% 29,5%
18 26 51 95
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,9% 27,4% 53,7% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Regional
growth
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,786a 2 ,675
,802 2 ,670
,134 1 ,714
95
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5,31.
a. 
 
Regional growth * Country 
Crosstab
52 22 74
73,2% 57,9% 67,9%
47,7% 20,2% 67,9%
19 16 35
26,8% 42,1% 32,1%
17,4% 14,7% 32,1%
71 38 109
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
65,1% 34,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Regional
growth
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,674b 1 ,102
2,016 1 ,156
2,627 1 ,105
,132 ,079
2,649 1 ,104
109
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
12,20.
b. 
 
Market share growth * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
7 6 20 33
38,9% 23,1% 38,5% 34,4%
7,3% 6,3% 20,8% 34,4%
11 20 32 63
61,1% 76,9% 61,5% 65,6%
11,5% 20,8% 33,3% 65,6%
18 26 52 96
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,8% 27,1% 54,2% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Market share
growth
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,019a 2 ,364
2,110 2 ,348
,130 1 ,718
96
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 6,19.
a. 
 
Market share growth * Country 
Crosstab
31 8 39
43,1% 21,1% 35,5%
28,2% 7,3% 35,5%
41 30 71
56,9% 78,9% 64,5%
37,3% 27,3% 64,5%
72 38 110
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
65,5% 34,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Market share
growth
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
5,262b 1 ,022
4,344 1 ,037
5,514 1 ,019
,023 ,017
5,214 1 ,022
110
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
13,47.
b. 
 
Mergers/Partnership/Joint Venture * SIZE2 
Crosstab
16 21 43 80
88,9% 80,8% 84,3% 84,2%
16,8% 22,1% 45,3% 84,2%
2 5 8 15
11,1% 19,2% 15,7% 15,8%
2,1% 5,3% 8,4% 15,8%
18 26 51 95
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,9% 27,4% 53,7% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Mergers/Partnership/Joint
Venture
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,528a 2 ,768
,544 2 ,762
,081 1 ,776
95
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,84.
a. 
 
Mergers/Partnership/Joint Venture * Country 
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Crosstab
67 25 92
94,4% 65,8% 84,4%
61,5% 22,9% 84,4%
4 13 17
5,6% 34,2% 15,6%
3,7% 11,9% 15,6%
71 38 109
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
65,1% 34,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Mergers/Partnership/Joint
Venture
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
15,355b 1 ,000
13,261 1 ,000
14,770 1 ,000
,000 ,000
15,214 1 ,000
109
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
5,93.
b. 
 
Cost * SIZE2 
Crosstab
16 21 38 75
88,9% 80,8% 74,5% 78,9%
16,8% 22,1% 40,0% 78,9%
2 5 13 20
11,1% 19,2% 25,5% 21,1%
2,1% 5,3% 13,7% 21,1%
18 26 51 95
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,9% 27,4% 53,7% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Cost
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
1,727a 2 ,422
1,868 2 ,393
1,699 1 ,192
95
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3,79.
a. 
 
Cost * Country 
Crosstab
57 30 87
80,3% 78,9% 79,8%
52,3% 27,5% 79,8%
14 8 22
19,7% 21,1% 20,2%
12,8% 7,3% 20,2%
71 38 109
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
65,1% 34,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Cost
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,027b 1 ,869
,000 1 1,000
,027 1 ,869
1,000 ,528
,027 1 ,869
109
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
7,67.
b. 
 
Customer focus * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
10 12 17 39
55,6% 46,2% 33,3% 41,1%
10,5% 12,6% 17,9% 41,1%
8 14 34 56
44,4% 53,8% 66,7% 58,9%
8,4% 14,7% 35,8% 58,9%
18 26 51 95
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,9% 27,4% 53,7% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Customer
focus
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,100a 2 ,212
3,095 2 ,213
3,046 1 ,081
95
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 7,39.
a. 
 
Customer focus * Country 
Crosstab
31 13 44
43,7% 34,2% 40,4%
28,4% 11,9% 40,4%
40 25 65
56,3% 65,8% 59,6%
36,7% 22,9% 59,6%
71 38 109
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
65,1% 34,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Customer
focus
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,919b 1 ,338
,568 1 ,451
,928 1 ,335
,414 ,226
,910 1 ,340
109
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
15,34.
b. 
 
Innovation * SIZE2 
Crosstab
14 17 32 63
77,8% 65,4% 61,5% 65,6%
14,6% 17,7% 33,3% 65,6%
4 9 20 33
22,2% 34,6% 38,5% 34,4%
4,2% 9,4% 20,8% 34,4%
18 26 52 96
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,8% 27,1% 54,2% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Innovation
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,564a 2 ,457
1,646 2 ,439
1,408 1 ,235
96
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 6,19.
a. 
 
Innovation * Country 
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Crosstab
50 24 74
69,4% 63,2% 67,3%
45,5% 21,8% 67,3%
22 14 36
30,6% 36,8% 32,7%
20,0% 12,7% 32,7%
72 38 110
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
65,5% 34,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Innovation
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,446b 1 ,504
,207 1 ,649
,443 1 ,506
,528 ,323
,442 1 ,506
110
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
12,44.
b. 
 
Other * SIZE2 
Crosstab
6 10 15 31
100,0% 100,0% 68,2% 81,6%
15,8% 26,3% 39,5% 81,6%
7 7
31,8% 18,4%
18,4% 18,4%
6 10 22 38
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
15,8% 26,3% 57,9% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
6,240a 2 ,044
8,785 2 ,012
5,005 1 ,025
38
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
4 cells (66,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,11.
a. 
 
Other * Country 
Crosstab
9 33 42
64,3% 86,8% 80,8%
17,3% 63,5% 80,8%
5 5 10
35,7% 13,2% 19,2%
9,6% 9,6% 19,2%
14 38 52
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
26,9% 73,1% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,351b 1 ,067
2,056 1 ,152
3,072 1 ,080
,109 ,080
3,287 1 ,070
52
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
2,69.
b. 
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2 - Why did they develop or got a vision? 
Descriptive Statistics
117 0 1 ,07 ,253
117 0 1 ,22 ,418
117 0 1 ,21 ,406
117 0 1 ,40 ,492
117 0 1 ,14 ,345
97 ,00 1,00 ,2474 ,43376
96
A crisis
Need for action
After been successful
New CEO or Leader
New Owner
Other Situation
Valid N (listwise)
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
 
 
Factors for having a vision (Scottish) - Size 
Descriptives
7 16,43 17,008 6,429 ,70 32,16 0 40
6 17,67 22,286 9,098 -5,72 41,05 0 60
16 21,31 15,195 3,799 13,22 29,41 0 50
29 19,38 16,713 3,103 13,02 25,74 0 60
7 14,43 5,224 1,974 9,60 19,26 10 20
6 6,67 8,165 3,333 -1,90 15,24 0 20
16 13,94 12,625 3,156 7,21 20,66 0 40
29 12,55 10,609 1,970 8,52 16,59 0 40
7 15,29 9,429 3,564 6,57 24,01 0 30
6 11,67 9,832 4,014 1,35 21,98 0 20
16 8,13 8,539 2,135 3,57 12,68 0 20
29 10,59 9,198 1,708 7,09 14,09 0 30
7 8,57 10,690 4,041 -1,32 18,46 0 20
5 6,00 8,944 4,000 -5,11 17,11 0 20
16 2,50 6,055 1,514 -,73 5,73 0 20
28 4,64 8,043 1,520 1,52 7,76 0 20
7 16,43 17,008 6,429 ,70 32,16 0 50
6 23,83 22,275 9,094 ,46 47,21 0 60
16 15,00 16,432 4,108 6,24 23,76 0 60
29 17,17 17,538 3,257 10,50 23,84 0 60
6 4,17 5,456 2,227 -1,56 9,89 0 12
6 2,50 4,183 1,708 -1,89 6,89 0 10
16 7,56 20,275 5,069 -3,24 18,37 0 80
28 5,75 15,555 2,940 -,28 11,78 0 80
6 2,67 6,055 2,472 -3,69 9,02 0 15
6 10,83 9,174 3,745 1,21 20,46 0 20
16 4,38 6,551 1,638 ,88 7,87 0 20
28 5,39 7,420 1,402 2,52 8,27 0 20
7 20,14 15,060 5,692 6,21 34,07 1 50
6 16,17 8,954 3,655 6,77 25,56 0 25
16 15,00 12,780 3,195 8,19 21,81 0 50
29 16,48 12,452 2,312 11,75 21,22 0 50
7 3,00 5,132 1,940 -1,75 7,75 0 11
6 2,33 5,715 2,333 -3,66 8,33 0 14
16 2,81 5,764 1,441 -,26 5,88 0 20
29 2,76 5,416 1,006 ,70 4,82 0 20
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Increase performance
Motivate staff
Strategic thinking
Lift perspective
Thinking and focus on
long-term
Appearance to externals
Create a common identity
Set a direction
Increase flexibility
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
Minimum Maximum
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ANOVA
138,342 2 69,171 ,234 ,793
7682,485 26 295,480
7820,828 28
263,187 2 131,594 1,185 ,322
2887,985 26 111,076
3151,172 28
258,523 2 129,261 1,592 ,223
2110,512 26 81,174
2369,034 28
190,714 2 95,357 1,532 ,236
1555,714 25 62,229
1746,429 27
345,590 2 172,795 ,543 ,587
8266,548 26 317,944
8612,138 28
130,979 2 65,490 ,256 ,776
6402,271 25 256,091
6533,250 27
238,762 2 119,381 2,392 ,112
1247,917 25 49,917
1486,679 27
129,551 2 64,775 ,400 ,674
4211,690 26 161,988
4341,241 28
1,540 2 ,770 ,024 ,976
819,771 26 31,530
821,310 28
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Increase performance
Motivate staff
Strategic thinking
Lift perspective
Thinking and focus on
long-term
Appearance to externals
Create a common identity
Set a direction
Increase flexibility
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
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Factors for having a vision (Swedish) - Size 
Descriptives
11 2,82 1,537 ,464 1,79 3,85 1 5
15 3,33 1,175 ,303 2,68 3,98 1 5
30 3,83 1,367 ,250 3,32 4,34 1 5
56 3,50 1,388 ,186 3,13 3,87 1 5
15 4,20 ,862 ,223 3,72 4,68 2 5
21 4,29 ,956 ,209 3,85 4,72 1 5
34 4,00 1,206 ,207 3,58 4,42 1 5
70 4,13 1,062 ,127 3,88 4,38 1 5
15 2,80 1,521 ,393 1,96 3,64 1 5
21 4,19 ,750 ,164 3,85 4,53 3 5
35 4,51 ,658 ,111 4,29 4,74 3 6
71 4,06 1,132 ,134 3,79 4,32 1 6
15 3,20 1,082 ,279 2,60 3,80 1 5
21 3,76 1,221 ,266 3,21 4,32 0 5
35 4,40 ,736 ,124 4,15 4,65 2 5
71 3,96 1,075 ,128 3,70 4,21 0 5
16 3,19 1,276 ,319 2,51 3,87 1 5
20 3,75 1,251 ,280 3,16 4,34 0 5
35 4,43 ,558 ,094 4,24 4,62 3 5
71 3,96 1,088 ,129 3,70 4,22 0 5
15 3,53 1,246 ,322 2,84 4,22 1 5
21 4,38 ,805 ,176 4,01 4,75 2 5
35 4,69 ,471 ,080 4,52 4,85 4 5
71 4,35 ,896 ,106 4,14 4,56 1 5
16 3,00 1,549 ,387 2,17 3,83 1 5
19 4,00 1,000 ,229 3,52 4,48 2 5
35 4,54 ,657 ,111 4,32 4,77 3 5
70 4,04 1,173 ,140 3,76 4,32 1 5
15 3,33 1,397 ,361 2,56 4,11 1 5
20 4,15 ,875 ,196 3,74 4,56 2 5
34 4,74 ,511 ,088 4,56 4,91 3 5
69 4,26 1,024 ,123 4,01 4,51 1 5
14 2,93 1,141 ,305 2,27 3,59 1 4
18 3,61 1,037 ,244 3,10 4,13 2 5
34 3,50 1,285 ,220 3,05 3,95 1 5
66 3,41 1,202 ,148 3,11 3,70 1 5
1 1,00 , , , , 1 1
0 , , , , , , ,
3 5,00 ,000 ,000 5,00 5,00 5 5
4 4,00 2,000 1,000 ,82 7,18 1 5
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Image for External
Increase performance
Motivate staff
Strategic thinking
Lift perspective
Think and focus on
long-term
Create a common identity
Set a direction
Inrease flexibility
WhyOth215
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
Minimum Maximum
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ANOVA
8,864 2 4,432 2,418 ,099
97,136 53 1,833
106,000 55
1,157 2 ,579 ,505 ,605
76,686 67 1,145
77,843 69
31,394 2 15,697 18,283 ,000
58,381 68 ,859
89,775 70
16,264 2 8,132 8,559 ,000
64,610 68 ,950
80,873 70
18,114 2 9,057 9,510 ,000
64,759 68 ,952
82,873 70
13,969 2 6,984 11,247 ,000
42,229 68 ,621
56,197 70
26,186 2 13,093 12,772 ,000
68,686 67 1,025
94,871 69
20,803 2 10,402 13,594 ,000
50,501 66 ,765
71,304 68
4,248 2 2,124 1,492 ,233
89,706 63 1,424
93,955 65
12,000 1 12,000 , ,
,000 2 ,000
12,000 3
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Image for External
Increase performance
Motivate staff
Strategic thinking
Lift perspective
Think and focus on
long-term
Create a common identity
Set a direction
Inrease flexibility
WhyOth215
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
 67
Test of vision - Nationality 
Descriptives
75 4,01 ,814 ,094 3,83 4,20 1 5
40 3,60 ,955 ,151 3,29 3,91 1 5
115 3,87 ,884 ,082 3,71 4,03 1 5
75 4,17 ,876 ,101 3,97 4,37 2 5
40 3,88 ,822 ,130 3,61 4,14 3 5
115 4,07 ,866 ,081 3,91 4,23 2 5
75 4,21 ,703 ,081 4,05 4,38 2 5
40 4,13 ,723 ,114 3,89 4,36 2 5
115 4,18 ,708 ,066 4,05 4,31 2 5
75 4,16 ,871 ,101 3,96 4,36 1 5
40 3,73 ,905 ,143 3,44 4,01 2 5
115 4,01 ,903 ,084 3,84 4,18 1 5
75 3,85 1,023 ,118 3,62 4,09 1 5
40 4,25 ,776 ,123 4,00 4,50 2 5
115 3,99 ,960 ,089 3,81 4,17 1 5
75 4,09 ,857 ,099 3,90 4,29 1 5
40 4,10 ,744 ,118 3,86 4,34 3 5
115 4,10 ,816 ,076 3,94 4,25 1 5
75 4,20 ,822 ,095 4,01 4,39 1 5
40 4,00 ,751 ,119 3,76 4,24 2 5
115 4,13 ,800 ,075 3,98 4,28 1 5
75 3,95 ,751 ,087 3,77 4,12 2 5
39 3,64 ,778 ,125 3,39 3,89 2 5
114 3,84 ,771 ,072 3,70 3,99 2 5
75 4,05 ,899 ,104 3,85 4,26 1 5
40 3,70 1,018 ,161 3,37 4,03 1 5
115 3,93 ,953 ,089 3,75 4,11 1 5
75 4,00 ,915 ,106 3,79 4,21 2 5
39 3,85 ,933 ,149 3,54 4,15 2 5
114 3,95 ,920 ,086 3,78 4,12 2 5
75 4,23 ,727 ,084 4,06 4,39 2 5
39 3,85 ,670 ,107 3,63 4,06 3 5
114 4,10 ,728 ,068 3,96 4,23 2 5
74 3,66 ,880 ,102 3,46 3,87 1 5
40 3,65 ,770 ,122 3,40 3,90 2 5
114 3,66 ,840 ,079 3,50 3,81 1 5
75 3,72 ,847 ,098 3,53 3,91 2 5
38 3,79 ,811 ,132 3,52 4,06 1 5
113 3,74 ,832 ,078 3,59 3,90 1 5
75 3,71 ,818 ,094 3,52 3,89 2 5
39 3,74 ,850 ,136 3,47 4,02 2 5
114 3,72 ,826 ,077 3,57 3,87 2 5
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitmentThe extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competenceIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
Minimum Maximum
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ANOVA
4,457 1 4,457 5,954 ,016
84,587 113 ,749
89,043 114
2,322 1 2,322 3,156 ,078
83,122 113 ,736
85,443 114
,204 1 ,204 ,404 ,526
56,962 113 ,504
57,165 114
4,936 1 4,936 6,335 ,013
88,055 113 ,779
92,991 114
4,105 1 4,105 4,597 ,034
100,887 113 ,893
104,991 114
,001 1 ,001 ,002 ,967
75,947 113 ,672
75,948 114
1,043 1 1,043 1,638 ,203
72,000 113 ,637
73,043 114
2,397 1 2,397 4,145 ,044
64,761 112 ,578
67,158 113
3,257 1 3,257 3,673 ,058
100,187 113 ,887
103,443 114
,607 1 ,607 ,715 ,399
95,077 112 ,849
95,684 113
3,715 1 3,715 7,400 ,008
56,224 112 ,502
59,939 113
,004 1 ,004 ,005 ,942
79,654 112 ,711
79,658 113
,122 1 ,122 ,174 ,677
77,436 111 ,698
77,558 112
,035 1 ,035 ,051 ,822
76,983 112 ,687
77,018 113
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitmentThe extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competenceIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
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Test of vision - Size 
Descriptives
25 3,44 1,193 ,239 2,95 3,93 1 5
29 3,69 ,660 ,123 3,44 3,94 2 5
54 4,17 ,746 ,102 3,96 4,37 2 5
108 3,87 ,897 ,086 3,70 4,04 1 5
25 3,76 ,970 ,194 3,36 4,16 2 5
29 3,72 ,882 ,164 3,39 4,06 2 5
54 4,41 ,687 ,094 4,22 4,60 3 5
108 4,07 ,872 ,084 3,91 4,24 2 5
25 4,20 ,816 ,163 3,86 4,54 2 5
29 4,00 ,707 ,131 3,73 4,27 2 5
54 4,26 ,678 ,092 4,07 4,44 2 5
108 4,18 ,721 ,069 4,04 4,31 2 5
25 3,80 ,957 ,191 3,40 4,20 1 5
29 4,07 ,799 ,148 3,77 4,37 2 5
54 4,17 ,885 ,120 3,93 4,41 2 5
108 4,06 ,884 ,085 3,89 4,22 1 5
25 4,00 1,080 ,216 3,55 4,45 1 5
29 3,83 ,805 ,149 3,52 4,13 2 5
54 4,09 ,996 ,135 3,82 4,36 1 5
108 4,00 ,967 ,093 3,82 4,18 1 5
25 4,00 ,957 ,191 3,60 4,40 1 5
29 3,86 ,789 ,147 3,56 4,16 2 5
54 4,26 ,757 ,103 4,05 4,47 2 5
108 4,09 ,826 ,080 3,93 4,25 1 5
25 3,76 ,970 ,194 3,36 4,16 1 5
29 3,86 ,743 ,138 3,58 4,14 2 5
54 4,44 ,664 ,090 4,26 4,63 2 5
108 4,13 ,821 ,079 3,97 4,29 1 5
24 3,83 ,761 ,155 3,51 4,15 3 5
29 3,62 ,775 ,144 3,33 3,92 2 5
54 4,00 ,752 ,102 3,79 4,21 2 5
107 3,86 ,770 ,074 3,71 4,01 2 5
25 4,20 ,913 ,183 3,82 4,58 1 5
29 3,76 ,912 ,169 3,41 4,11 2 5
54 4,06 ,856 ,116 3,82 4,29 1 5
108 4,01 ,891 ,086 3,84 4,18 1 5
25 4,04 ,935 ,187 3,65 4,43 2 5
28 3,64 ,989 ,187 3,26 4,03 2 5
54 4,06 ,899 ,122 3,81 4,30 2 5
107 3,94 ,940 ,091 3,76 4,12 2 5
25 4,12 ,726 ,145 3,82 4,42 3 5
29 3,83 ,759 ,141 3,54 4,12 2 5
53 4,28 ,690 ,095 4,09 4,47 3 5
107 4,12 ,736 ,071 3,98 4,26 2 5
24 3,83 ,816 ,167 3,49 4,18 2 5
29 3,28 ,996 ,185 2,90 3,65 1 5
54 3,80 ,683 ,093 3,61 3,98 2 5
107 3,66 ,835 ,081 3,50 3,82 1 5
25 3,56 ,870 ,174 3,20 3,92 1 5
27 3,67 ,832 ,160 3,34 4,00 2 5
54 3,87 ,825 ,112 3,65 4,10 3 5
106 3,75 ,840 ,082 3,58 3,91 1 5
25 3,68 ,900 ,180 3,31 4,05 2 5
28 3,75 ,844 ,160 3,42 4,08 2 5
54 3,74 ,805 ,110 3,52 3,96 2 5
107 3,73 ,831 ,080 3,57 3,89 2 5
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitment
The extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competence
and what it stands for
Is the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
Minimum Maximum
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ANOVA
10,318 2 5,159 7,140 ,001
75,867 105 ,723
86,185 107
12,017 2 6,009 9,092 ,000
69,390 105 ,661
81,407 107
1,287 2 ,644 1,243 ,293
54,370 105 ,518
55,657 107
2,305 2 1,152 1,487 ,231
81,362 105 ,775
83,667 107
1,325 2 ,663 ,705 ,496
98,675 105 ,940
100,000 107
3,255 2 1,628 2,448 ,091
69,819 105 ,665
73,074 107
10,844 2 5,422 9,281 ,000
61,342 105 ,584
72,185 107
2,736 2 1,368 2,365 ,099
60,161 104 ,578
62,897 106
2,847 2 1,424 1,820 ,167
82,144 105 ,782
84,991 107
3,442 2 1,721 1,984 ,143
90,222 104 ,868
93,664 106
3,888 2 1,944 3,777 ,026
53,533 104 ,515
57,421 106
6,002 2 3,001 4,598 ,012
67,886 104 ,653
73,888 106
1,870 2 ,935 1,333 ,268
72,253 103 ,701
74,123 105
,080 2 ,040 ,057 ,945
73,060 104 ,703
73,140 106
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitmentThe extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competenceIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
 71
How well internals share the vision – Nationality 
Descriptives
73 4,74 ,746 ,087 4,57 4,91 1 5
36 4,67 ,586 ,098 4,47 4,86 3 5
109 4,72 ,695 ,067 4,58 4,85 1 5
64 4,45 ,872 ,109 4,24 4,67 2 5
34 4,41 ,892 ,153 4,10 4,72 1 5
98 4,44 ,874 ,088 4,26 4,61 1 5
54 4,59 ,599 ,082 4,43 4,76 2 5
39 4,49 ,885 ,142 4,20 4,77 2 6
93 4,55 ,730 ,076 4,40 4,70 2 6
50 4,10 ,707 ,100 3,90 4,30 2 5
37 3,84 ,986 ,162 3,51 4,17 2 6
87 3,99 ,842 ,090 3,81 4,17 2 6
46 3,63 ,853 ,126 3,38 3,88 2 5
33 3,35 1,240 ,216 2,91 3,79 2 6
79 3,51 1,035 ,116 3,28 3,74 2 6
69 3,52 1,009 ,121 3,28 3,76 1 5
35 3,00 1,188 ,201 2,59 3,41 1 5
104 3,35 1,095 ,107 3,13 3,56 1 5
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Swedish
Scottish
Total
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares
the vision
How well the Middle
Management shares
the vision
How well the Lower
Management shares
the vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
Minimum Maximum
 
ANOVA
,129 1 ,129 ,265 ,608
52,055 107 ,486
52,183 108
,038 1 ,038 ,049 ,825
74,095 96 ,772
74,133 97
,252 1 ,252 ,469 ,495
48,781 91 ,536
49,032 92
1,461 1 1,461 2,087 ,152
59,527 85 ,700
60,989 86
1,528 1 1,528 1,435 ,235
81,960 77 1,064
83,487 78
6,321 1 6,321 5,500 ,021
117,217 102 1,149
123,538 103
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares
the vision
How well the Middle
Management shares
the vision
How well the Lower
Management shares
the vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
How well internals share the vision – Size 
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Descriptives
21 4,38 1,284 ,280 3,80 4,97 1 5
27 4,70 ,465 ,090 4,52 4,89 4 5
55 4,87 ,388 ,052 4,77 4,98 3 5
103 4,73 ,703 ,069 4,59 4,87 1 5
15 4,40 ,828 ,214 3,94 4,86 3 5
25 4,40 ,816 ,163 4,06 4,74 2 5
51 4,49 ,925 ,129 4,23 4,75 1 5
91 4,45 ,873 ,091 4,27 4,63 1 5
9 5,00 ,866 ,289 4,33 5,67 4 6
24 4,54 ,779 ,159 4,21 4,87 2 5
54 4,50 ,694 ,094 4,31 4,69 2 5
87 4,56 ,742 ,080 4,40 4,72 2 6
10 4,80 1,033 ,327 4,06 5,54 3 6
17 3,88 ,928 ,225 3,41 4,36 2 5
54 3,93 ,723 ,098 3,73 4,12 2 5
81 4,02 ,851 ,095 3,84 4,21 2 6
7 4,57 1,618 ,612 3,07 6,07 2 6
15 3,53 ,990 ,256 2,98 4,08 2 6
52 3,45 ,893 ,124 3,20 3,70 2 5
74 3,57 1,033 ,120 3,34 3,81 2 6
22 3,59 1,469 ,313 2,94 4,24 1 5
27 3,56 ,934 ,180 3,19 3,92 2 5
50 3,20 ,990 ,140 2,92 3,48 1 5
99 3,38 1,104 ,111 3,16 3,60 1 5
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares
the vision
How well the Middle
Management shares
the vision
How well the Lower
Management shares
the vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
Minimum Maximum
 
 
 
ANOVA
3,697 2 1,849 3,959 ,022
46,691 100 ,467
50,388 102
,182 2 ,091 ,117 ,889
68,345 88 ,777
68,527 90
1,944 2 ,972 1,796 ,172
45,458 84 ,541
47,402 86
6,882 2 3,441 5,256 ,007
51,068 78 ,655
57,951 80
7,764 2 3,882 3,933 ,024
70,077 71 ,987
77,841 73
3,429 2 1,715 1,419 ,247
115,985 96 1,208
119,414 98
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares
the vision
How well the Middle
Management shares
the vision
How well the Lower
Management shares
the vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
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Correlations
1 ,392** ,331** ,379** ,358** ,095 ,236* ,160 ,098 ,101 ,207* ,212* ,301** ,141 ,027 ,093 ,096 ,162 ,072
, ,000 ,002 ,000 ,002 ,353 ,014 ,098 ,311 ,299 ,032 ,028 ,002 ,149 ,780 ,339 ,324 ,095 ,464
109 94 88 83 76 98 108 108 108 108 108 108 108 107 108 107 107 107 106
,392** 1 ,522** ,307** ,452** ,291** ,140 ,281** ,154 ,082 ,099 ,308** ,116 ,076 ,052 ,218* ,221* ,156 ,173
,000 , ,000 ,006 ,000 ,005 ,168 ,005 ,131 ,422 ,333 ,002 ,253 ,461 ,609 ,032 ,029 ,126 ,094
94 98 83 78 74 91 98 98 98 98 98 98 98 97 98 97 97 97
,331** ,522** 1 ,676** ,604** ,498** ,009 ,183 ,284** ,116 ,130 ,247* ,148 ,211* ,193 ,306** ,334** ,375** ,132
,002 ,000 , ,000 ,000 ,000 ,930 ,081 ,006 ,269 ,216 ,018 ,158 ,044 ,066 ,003 ,001 ,000 ,216
88 83 93 82 77 86 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 91 92 91 91 92
,379** ,307** ,676** 1 ,809** ,733** ,049 ,193 ,314** ,248* ,288** ,248* ,086 ,384** ,326** ,499** ,473** ,341** ,139
,000 ,006 ,000 , ,000 ,000 ,652 ,076 ,003 ,021 ,007 ,021 ,433 ,000 ,002 ,000 ,000 ,001 ,204
83 78 82 87 78 81 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 85 86 85 85 86
,358** ,452** ,604** ,809** 1 ,824** ,030 ,200 ,317** ,229* ,237* ,283* ,153 ,459** ,375** ,343** ,377** ,360** ,173
,002 ,000 ,000 ,000 , ,000 ,793 ,077 ,004 ,042 ,036 ,011 ,177 ,000 ,001 ,002 ,001 ,001 ,133
76 74 77 78 79 76 79 79 79 79 79 79 79 78 79 78 78 79
,095 ,291** ,498** ,733** ,824** 1 ,078 ,037 ,074 ,256** ,141 ,151 ,156 ,256** ,269** ,243* ,201* ,262** ,077
,353 ,005 ,000 ,000 ,000 , ,429 ,711 ,458 ,009 ,153 ,127 ,114 ,009 ,006 ,013 ,042 ,008 ,443
98 91 86 81 76 104 104 104 104 104 104 104 104 103 104 103 103 103 102
,236* ,140 ,009 ,049 ,030 ,078 1 ,562** ,473** ,320** ,350** ,540** ,582** ,270** ,166 ,210* ,242** ,200* ,155
,014 ,168 ,930 ,652 ,793 ,429 , ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,004 ,076 ,025 ,010 ,033 ,102
108 98 92 86 79 104 115 115 115 115 115 115 115 114 115 114 114 114 112
,160 ,281** ,183 ,193 ,200 ,037 ,562** 1 ,509** ,291** ,159 ,326** ,417** ,178 ,197* ,284** ,398** ,239* ,115
,098 ,005 ,081 ,076 ,077 ,711 ,000 , ,000 ,002 ,089 ,000 ,000 ,058 ,034 ,002 ,000 ,010 ,228
108 98 92 86 79 104 115 115 115 115 115 115 115 114 115 114 114 114 112
,098 ,154 ,284** ,314** ,317** ,074 ,473** ,509** 1 ,080 ,312** ,379** ,360** ,489** ,201* ,285** ,431** ,284** ,383
,311 ,131 ,006 ,003 ,004 ,458 ,000 ,000 , ,397 ,001 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,031 ,002 ,000 ,002 ,000
108 98 92 86 79 104 115 115 115 115 115 115 115 114 115 114 114 114 112
,101 ,082 ,116 ,248* ,229* ,256** ,320** ,291** ,080 1 ,385** ,403** ,362** ,103 ,327** ,117 ,284** ,271** ,086
,299 ,422 ,269 ,021 ,042 ,009 ,000 ,002 ,397 , ,000 ,000 ,000 ,274 ,000 ,214 ,002 ,004 ,365
108 98 92 86 79 104 115 115 115 115 115 115 115 114 115 114 114 114 112
,207* ,099 ,130 ,288** ,237* ,141 ,350** ,159 ,312** ,385** 1 ,505** ,413** ,367** ,354** ,319** ,228* ,248** ,192
,032 ,333 ,216 ,007 ,036 ,153 ,000 ,089 ,001 ,000 , ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,001 ,015 ,008 ,042
108 98 92 86 79 104 115 115 115 115 115 115 115 114 115 114 114 114 112
,212* ,308** ,247* ,248* ,283* ,151 ,540** ,326** ,379** ,403** ,505** 1 ,706** ,360** ,302** ,303** ,463** ,357** ,210
,028 ,002 ,018 ,021 ,011 ,127 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 , ,000 ,000 ,001 ,001 ,000 ,000 ,026
108 98 92 86 79 104 115 115 115 115 115 115 115 114 115 114 114 114 112
,301** ,116 ,148 ,086 ,153 ,156 ,582** ,417** ,360** ,362** ,413** ,706** 1 ,368** ,196* ,237* ,326** ,356** ,257
,002 ,253 ,158 ,433 ,177 ,114 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 , ,000 ,036 ,011 ,000 ,000 ,006
108 98 92 86 79 104 115 115 115 115 115 115 115 114 115 114 114 114 112
,141 ,076 ,211* ,384** ,459** ,256** ,270** ,178 ,489** ,103 ,367** ,360** ,368** 1 ,416** ,399** ,492** ,287** ,356
,149 ,461 ,044 ,000 ,000 ,009 ,004 ,058 ,000 ,274 ,000 ,000 ,000 , ,000 ,000 ,000 ,002 ,000
107 97 91 85 78 103 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 113 113 113 111
,027 ,052 ,193 ,326** ,375** ,269** ,166 ,197* ,201* ,327** ,354** ,302** ,196* ,416** 1 ,319** ,391** ,377** ,345
,780 ,609 ,066 ,002 ,001 ,006 ,076 ,034 ,031 ,000 ,000 ,001 ,036 ,000 , ,001 ,000 ,000 ,000
108 98 92 86 79 104 115 115 115 115 115 115 115 114 115 114 114 114 112
,093 ,218* ,306** ,499** ,343** ,243* ,210* ,284** ,285** ,117 ,319** ,303** ,237* ,399** ,319** 1 ,506** ,436** ,263
,339 ,032 ,003 ,000 ,002 ,013 ,025 ,002 ,002 ,214 ,001 ,001 ,011 ,000 ,001 , ,000 ,000 ,005
107 97 91 85 78 103 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 113 114 114 113 113 111
,096 ,221* ,334** ,473** ,377** ,201* ,242** ,398** ,431** ,284** ,228* ,463** ,326** ,492** ,391** ,506** 1 ,403** ,256
,324 ,029 ,001 ,000 ,001 ,042 ,010 ,000 ,000 ,002 ,015 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 , ,000 ,007
107 97 91 85 78 103 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 113 114 113 114 113 111
,162 ,156 ,375** ,341** ,360** ,262** ,200* ,239* ,284** ,271** ,248** ,357** ,356** ,287** ,377** ,436** ,403** 1 ,506
,095 ,126 ,000 ,001 ,001 ,008 ,033 ,010 ,002 ,004 ,008 ,000 ,000 ,002 ,000 ,000 ,000 , ,000
107 97 92 86 79 103 114 114 114 114 114 114 114 113 114 113 113 114 111
,072 ,173 ,132 ,139 ,173 ,077 ,155 ,115 ,383** ,086 ,192* ,210* ,257** ,356** ,345** ,263** ,256** ,506**
,464 ,094 ,216 ,204 ,133 ,443 ,102 ,228 ,000 ,365 ,042 ,026 ,006 ,000 ,000 ,005 ,007 ,000
106 95 90 85 77 102 112 112 112 112 112 112 112 111 112 111 111 111 113
,127 ,080 ,124 ,274* ,269* ,123 ,090 ,033 ,439** ,051 ,251** ,244** ,238* ,449** ,219* ,178 ,306** ,288** ,683
,193 ,437 ,241 ,011 ,017 ,216 ,345 ,729 ,000 ,590 ,007 ,009 ,011 ,000 ,020 ,060 ,001 ,002 ,000
107 96 91 86 78 103 113 113 113 113 113 113 113 112 113 112 112 112 113
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
vision
How well the Middle
Management shares the
vision
How well the Lowe
Management shares the
vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitmentThe extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competenceIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
How well the
CEO shares
the vision
How well the
Board shares
the vision
How well the
Top
Management
shares the
vision
How well the
Middle
Management
shares the
vision
How well the
Lower
Management
shares the
vision
How well
Other Staff
shares the
vision
How well the
vision guide
strategy
The extent
the vision
is future
oriented
How likely the
vision lead to
a better future
for the
company
The extent the
vision fit the
company's
history, values
and culture
The extent
the vision set
standards of
excellence
and reflect
high ideals
The extent
the vision
clarify the
ompany's
purpose
The extent
it clarify a
direction
The extent the
vision is likely
to inspire
enthusiasm
and
enqourage
commitment
The extent the
vision reflect
the
uniqueness of
the
organisation,
its distinctive
competence
and what it
s ands for
Is the vision
easy to
communicate
(clear and
simple)
The extent
the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the
vision has
been
implemented
How the
vision has
influenced the
company's
profits
Variables
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**. 
Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).*. 
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The situation when the vision was developed 
 
Case Summaries     
     
Country Swedish Nr   The situation when the vision was developed  
  10  När jag startade företaget 
  11  Nybildat bolag 
  21  start av nuvarande företagsstruktur 
  39  Många års erfarenhet 
  49  Start av företaget 
  50  Avtrappning av verksamheten inför pension 
  54  Det är lättare att få lönsamhet vid serieproduktion 
  55  start av företaget 
  57  vuxit fram under en längre tid- i samband med start 
  60  Det är helt nytt för företaget då det köptes 1 april 2000 
  68  Upprättande av affärsplan 
  75  införandet av extern styrelse 
  76  Ägare som ville …… 
  77  bolaget bildades 
  93  Vi håller på med ständiga förbättringar 
 Scottish      
  5  Situation when developt the vision 
  7  When started the business 
  12  Strategy for small business courses (Glasgow North enterpr 
  14  appointing new younger, talented staff. 
  16  On-going business planning 
  24  Start of MBO 
  34  Refinancing + MBO october 2000 
  36  MBO  
  37  Ongoing appraisal 
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3- In what context did they develop their visions? 
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
117 117 117 117 117 97
34 34 34 34 34 54
Valid
Missing
N
A crisis
Need for
action
After been
successful
New CEO
or Leader New Owner
Other
Situation
 
Frequency Table 
A crisis
109 72,2 93,2 93,2
8 5,3 6,8 100,0
117 77,5 100,0
34 22,5
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Need for action
91 60,3 77,8 77,8
26 17,2 22,2 100,0
117 77,5 100,0
34 22,5
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
After been successful
93 61,6 79,5 79,5
24 15,9 20,5 100,0
117 77,5 100,0
34 22,5
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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New CEO or Leader
70 46,4 59,8 59,8
47 31,1 40,2 100,0
117 77,5 100,0
34 22,5
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
New Owner
101 66,9 86,3 86,3
16 10,6 13,7 100,0
117 77,5 100,0
34 22,5
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Other Situation
73 48,3 75,3 75,3
24 15,9 24,7 100,0
97 64,2 100,0
54 35,8
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Crosstabs 
Case Processing Summary
117 77,5% 34 22,5% 151 100,0%
117 77,5% 34 22,5% 151 100,0%
117 77,5% 34 22,5% 151 100,0%
117 77,5% 34 22,5% 151 100,0%
117 77,5% 34 22,5% 151 100,0%
97 64,2% 54 35,8% 151 100,0%
A crisis * Country
Need for action * Country
After been successful *
Country
New CEO or Leader *
Country
New Owner * Country
Other Situation * Country
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
A crisis * Country 
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Crosstab
72 37 109
93,5% 92,5% 93,2%
61,5% 31,6% 93,2%
5 3 8
6,5% 7,5% 6,8%
4,3% 2,6% 6,8%
77 40 117
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
65,8% 34,2% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
A crisis
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,042b 1 ,838
,000 1 1,000
,041 1 ,839
1,000 ,557
,042 1 ,839
117
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
2,74.
b. 
 
Need for action * Country 
Crosstab
55 36 91
71,4% 90,0% 77,8%
47,0% 30,8% 77,8%
22 4 26
28,6% 10,0% 22,2%
18,8% 3,4% 22,2%
77 40 117
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
65,8% 34,2% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Need for
action
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
5,253b 1 ,022
4,234 1 ,040
5,811 1 ,016
,033 ,017
5,208 1 ,022
117
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
8,89.
b. 
 
After been successful * Country 
Crosstab
61 32 93
79,2% 80,0% 79,5%
52,1% 27,4% 79,5%
16 8 24
20,8% 20,0% 20,5%
13,7% 6,8% 20,5%
77 40 117
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
65,8% 34,2% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
After been successful
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,010b 1 ,921
,000 1 1,000
,010 1 ,921
1,000 ,562
,010 1 ,921
117
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
8,21.
b. 
 
New CEO or Leader * Country 
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Crosstab
45 25 70
58,4% 62,5% 59,8%
38,5% 21,4% 59,8%
32 15 47
41,6% 37,5% 40,2%
27,4% 12,8% 40,2%
77 40 117
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
65,8% 34,2% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
New CEO
or Leader
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,180b 1 ,671
,051 1 ,821
,181 1 ,670
,696 ,412
,179 1 ,672
117
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
16,07.
b. 
 
New Owner * Country 
Crosstab
66 35 101
85,7% 87,5% 86,3%
56,4% 29,9% 86,3%
11 5 16
14,3% 12,5% 13,7%
9,4% 4,3% 13,7%
77 40 117
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
65,8% 34,2% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
New Owner
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,071b 1 ,790
,000 1 1,000
,072 1 ,788
1,000 ,516
,071 1 ,791
117
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
5,47.
b. 
 
Other Situation * Country 
Crosstab
42 31 73
73,7% 77,5% 75,3%
43,3% 32,0% 75,3%
15 9 24
26,3% 22,5% 24,7%
15,5% 9,3% 24,7%
57 40 97
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
58,8% 41,2% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Other Situation
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,184b 1 ,668
,036 1 ,850
,185 1 ,667
,812 ,428
,182 1 ,670
97
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
9,90.
b. 
 
Crosstabs 
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Case Processing Summary
105 69,5% 46 30,5% 151 100,0%
105 69,5% 46 30,5% 151 100,0%
105 69,5% 46 30,5% 151 100,0%
105 69,5% 46 30,5% 151 100,0%
105 69,5% 46 30,5% 151 100,0%
85 56,3% 66 43,7% 151 100,0%
A crisis * SIZE2
Need for action * SIZE2
After been successful *
SIZE2
New CEO or Leader *
SIZE2
New Owner * SIZE2
Other Situation * SIZE2
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
A crisis * SIZE2 
Crosstab
20 26 51 97
87,0% 92,9% 94,4% 92,4%
19,0% 24,8% 48,6% 92,4%
3 2 3 8
13,0% 7,1% 5,6% 7,6%
2,9% 1,9% 2,9% 7,6%
23 28 54 105
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,9% 26,7% 51,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
A crisis
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,297a 2 ,523
1,173 2 ,556
1,157 1 ,282
105
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,75.
a. 
 
Need for action * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
14 24 43 81
60,9% 85,7% 79,6% 77,1%
13,3% 22,9% 41,0% 77,1%
9 4 11 24
39,1% 14,3% 20,4% 22,9%
8,6% 3,8% 10,5% 22,9%
23 28 54 105
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,9% 26,7% 51,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Need for
action
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
4,810a 2 ,090
4,535 2 ,104
2,141 1 ,143
105
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5,26.
a. 
 
After been successful * SIZE2 
Crosstab
20 19 46 85
87,0% 67,9% 85,2% 81,0%
19,0% 18,1% 43,8% 81,0%
3 9 8 20
13,0% 32,1% 14,8% 19,0%
2,9% 8,6% 7,6% 19,0%
23 28 54 105
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,9% 26,7% 51,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
After been successful
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
4,279a 2 ,118
3,971 2 ,137
,078 1 ,781
105
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,38.
a. 
 
New CEO or Leader * SIZE2 
Crosstab
20 22 19 61
87,0% 78,6% 35,2% 58,1%
19,0% 21,0% 18,1% 58,1%
3 6 35 44
13,0% 21,4% 64,8% 41,9%
2,9% 5,7% 33,3% 41,9%
23 28 54 105
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,9% 26,7% 51,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
New CEO
or Leader
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
24,334a 2 ,000
25,841 2 ,000
21,669 1 ,000
105
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 9,64.
a. 
 
New Owner * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
21 23 47 91
91,3% 82,1% 87,0% 86,7%
20,0% 21,9% 44,8% 86,7%
2 5 7 14
8,7% 17,9% 13,0% 13,3%
1,9% 4,8% 6,7% 13,3%
23 28 54 105
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,9% 26,7% 51,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
New Owner
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,930a 2 ,628
,941 2 ,625
,095 1 ,758
105
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3,07.
a. 
 
Other Situation * SIZE2 
Crosstab
12 16 36 64
60,0% 69,6% 85,7% 75,3%
14,1% 18,8% 42,4% 75,3%
8 7 6 21
40,0% 30,4% 14,3% 24,7%
9,4% 8,2% 7,1% 24,7%
20 23 42 85
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
23,5% 27,1% 49,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Other Situation
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
5,372a 2 ,068
5,406 2 ,067
5,216 1 ,022
85
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,94.
a. 
 
Means 
Case Processing Summary
107 70,9% 44 29,1% 151 100,0%
How long ago did
they develop their
vision  * Country
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Included Excluded Total
Cases
 
Report
How long ago did they develop their vision
4,1087 69 4,14788
6,4921 38 10,78824
4,9551 107 7,27844
Country
Swedish
Scottish
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
139,202 1 139,202 2,669 ,105
5476,222 105 52,154
5615,425 106
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long ago did
they develop their
vision * Country
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,157 ,025
How long ago did
they develop their
vision * Country
Eta Eta Squared
 
Means 
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Case Processing Summary
95 62,9% 56 37,1% 151 100,0%
How long ago did
they develop their
vision  * SIZE2
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Included Excluded Total
Cases
 
Report
How long ago did they develop their vision
6,2353 17 7,14606
7,3200 25 12,03024
3,7019 53 3,90840
5,1074 95 7,53259
SIZE2
Less than 10 employees
10 to 99 employees
100 or more
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
248,716 2 124,358 2,250 ,111
5084,829 92 55,270
5333,545 94
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long ago did
they develop their
vision * SIZE2
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,216 ,047
How long ago did
they develop their
vision * SIZE2
Eta Eta Squared
 
Means 
Case Processing Summary
95 62,9% 56 37,1% 151 100,0%
How long ago did
they develop their
vision  * SIZE3
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Included Excluded Total
Cases
 
Report
How long ago did they develop their vision
6,8810 42 10,24386
3,7019 53 3,90840
5,1074 95 7,53259
SIZE3
Less than 100
employees
100 or more
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
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ANOVA Table
236,810 1 236,810 4,321 ,040
5096,735 93 54,804
5333,545 94
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long ago did
they develop their
vision * SIZE3
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,211 ,044
How long ago did
they develop their
vision * SIZE3
Eta Eta Squared
 
Crosstabs 
Case Processing Summary
107 70,9% 44 29,1% 151 100,0%
119 78,8% 32 21,2% 151 100,0%
The company
has changed its
vision * SIZE2
The company
has changed its
vision * Country
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
The company has changed its vision * SIZE2 
Crosstab
8 10 26 44
33,3% 35,7% 47,3% 41,1%
7,5% 9,3% 24,3% 41,1%
15 15 25 55
62,5% 53,6% 45,5% 51,4%
14,0% 14,0% 23,4% 51,4%
1 3 4 8
4,2% 10,7% 7,3% 7,5%
,9% 2,8% 3,7% 7,5%
24 28 55 107
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
22,4% 26,2% 51,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Yes
No
Do not know
The company
has changed
its vision
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
2,786a 4 ,594
2,795 4 ,593
,793 1 ,373
107
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,79.
a. 
 
Crosstabs 
Case Processing Summary
99 65,6% 52 34,4% 151 100,0%
111 73,5% 40 26,5% 151 100,0%
The company
has changed its
vision * SIZE2
The company
has changed its
vision * Country
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
The company has changed its vision * SIZE2 
Crosstab
8 10 26 44
34,8% 40,0% 51,0% 44,4%
8,1% 10,1% 26,3% 44,4%
15 15 25 55
65,2% 60,0% 49,0% 55,6%
15,2% 15,2% 25,3% 55,6%
23 25 51 99
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
23,2% 25,3% 51,5% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Yes
No
The company has
changed its vision
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
1,952a 2 ,377
1,966 2 ,374
1,873 1 ,171
99
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 10,22.
a. 
 
The company has changed its vision * Country 
Crosstab
32 18 50
43,8% 47,4% 45,0%
28,8% 16,2% 45,0%
41 20 61
56,2% 52,6% 55,0%
36,9% 18,0% 55,0%
73 38 111
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
65,8% 34,2% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Yes
No
The company has
changed its vision
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,126b 1 ,723
,024 1 ,878
,126 1 ,723
,841 ,438
,125 1 ,724
111
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
17,12.
b. 
 
 
 
 
Means 
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Case Processing Summary
38 25,2% 113 74,8% 151 100,0%
Age of Company  *
The company has
changed its vision
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Included Excluded Total
Cases
 
Report
Age of Company
48,17 18 51,760
27,70 20 32,551
37,39 38 43,385
The company has
changed its visionYes
No
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
3968,379 1 3968,379 2,175 ,149
65676,700 36 1824,353
69645,079 37
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Age of Company *
The company has
changed its vision
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Measures of Association
,239 ,057
Age of Company *
The company has
changed its vision
Eta Eta Squared
 
Means 
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Case Processing Summary
97 64,2% 54 35,8% 151 100,0%
106 70,2% 45 29,8% 151 100,0%
104 68,9% 47 31,1% 151 100,0%
106 70,2% 45 29,8% 151 100,0%
99 65,6% 52 34,4% 151 100,0%
108 71,5% 43 28,5% 151 100,0%
105 69,5% 46 30,5% 151 100,0%
106 70,2% 45 29,8% 151 100,0%
105 69,5% 46 30,5% 151 100,0%
106 70,2% 45 29,8% 151 100,0%
106 70,2% 45 29,8% 151 100,0%
105 69,5% 46 30,5% 151 100,0%
107 70,9% 44 29,1% 151 100,0%
109 72,2% 42 27,8% 151 100,0%
109 72,2% 42 27,8% 151 100,0%
In line with trends  * The
company has changed its
vision
Good in serving
customers  * The
company has changed its
vision
In line with customer
needs  * The company
has changed its vision
Successful  * The
company has changed its
vision
Strategy planned in detail 
* The company has
changed its vision
Dynamic - Stable  * The
company has changed its
vision
Complex - Simple  * The
company has changed its
vision
Declining rapidly -
Growing rapidly  * The
company has changed its
vision
Hostile - Friendly  * The
company has changed its
vision
Mature - New  * The
company has changed its
vision
Competitive - Non
competitive  * The
company has changed its
vision
Monopoly - Fragmented  *
The company has
changed its vision
There is a common belief
inside the company of the
strategic direction it is
taking  * The company
has changed its vision
The firm's strategy is
closely associated with a
specific person  * The
company has changed its
vision
There is resistance to
strategic changes  * The
company has changed its
vision
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Included Excluded Total
Cases
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Report
3,57 4,31 4,02 3,83 3,41 2,90 2,75 3,15 3,29 2,43 2,22 3,75 3,86 3,67 2,67
44 49 46 48 46 49 48 48 48 49 49 48 49 49 49
,925 ,683 ,856 ,8831,1471,2121,176 ,922 ,898 1,080 1,006 1,101 ,791 ,826 ,966
3,42 4,37 4,12 4,10 3,34 3,22 2,77 3,28 3,65 2,42 2,49 3,68 4,10 3,78 2,27
53 57 58 58 53 59 57 58 57 57 57 57 58 60 60
1,064 ,919 ,957 ,8921,0551,2871,102 ,720 ,954 1,164 1,197 1,038 ,810 1,091 1,006
3,48 4,34 4,08 3,98 3,37 3,07 2,76 3,22 3,49 2,42 2,37 3,71 3,99 3,73 2,45
97 106 104 106 99 108 105 106 105 106 106 105 107 109 109
1,001 ,815 ,910 ,8941,0931,2581,131 ,817 ,942 1,121 1,115 1,063 ,807 ,978 1,004
Mean
N
Std. Deviation
Mean
N
Std. Deviation
Mean
N
Std. Deviation
The company has
changed its vision
Yes
No
Total
In line with
tre ds
Good in
serving
customers
In line with
customer
needsSuccessful
Strategy
planned
in detail
Dynamic -
Stable
Complex -
Simple
Declining
rapidly -
Growing
rapidly
Hostile -
FriendlyMature - New
Competitive -
Non
competitive
Monopoly -
Fragmented
There is a
common
belief inside
the company
of the
strategic
direction it is
taking
Th  firm's
strategy is
closely
associated
with a specific
person
There is
resistance
to strategic
changes
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ANOVA Table
,563 1 ,563 ,560 ,456
95,663 95 1,007
96,227 96
,102 1 ,102 ,153 ,697
69,671 104 ,670
69,774 105
,251 1 ,251 ,301 ,584
85,133 102 ,835
85,385 103
1,916 1 1,916 2,429 ,122
82,046 104 ,789
83,962 105
,133 1 ,133 ,110 ,741
117,039 97 1,207
117,172 98
2,782 1 2,782 1,770 ,186
166,625 106 1,572
169,407 107
,013 1 ,013 ,010 ,922
133,035 103 1,292
133,048 104
,444 1 ,444 ,664 ,417
69,565 104 ,669
70,009 105
3,329 1 3,329 3,858 ,052
88,899 103 ,863
92,229 104
,001 1 ,001 ,001 ,973
131,895 104 1,268
131,896 105
1,875 1 1,875 1,514 ,221
128,776 104 1,238
130,651 105
,113 1 ,113 ,099 ,754
117,316 103 1,139
117,429 104
1,611 1 1,611 2,511 ,116
67,379 105 ,642
68,991 106
,326 1 ,326 ,338 ,562
102,959 107 ,962
103,284 108
4,464 1 4,464 4,570 ,035
104,509 107 ,977
108,972 108
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
In line with trends * The
company has changed its
vision
Good in serving
customers * The
company has changed its
vision
In line with customer
needs * The company
has changed its vision
Successful * The
company has changed its
vision
Strategy planned in detail
* The company has
changed its vision
Dynamic - Stable * The
company has changed its
vision
Complex - Simple * The
company has changed its
vision
Declining rapidly -
Growing rapidly * The
company has changed its
visionHostile - Friendly * The
company has changed its
vision
Mature - New * The
company has changed its
vision
Competitive - Non
competitive * The
company has changed its
visionMonopoly - Fragmented *
The company has
changed its vision
There is a common belief
inside the company of the
strategic direction it is
taking * The company hasThe firm's strategy is
closely associated with a
specific person * The
company has changed itsThere is resistance to
strategic changes * The
company has changed its
vision
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
 
Summarize 
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Case Processing Summarya
151 100,0% 0 ,0% 151 100,0%The situation when the
vision was developed
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Included Excluded Total
Cases
Limited to first 200 cases.a. 
 
  The situation when the vision was developed 
10 När jag startade företaget 
11 Nybildat bolag 
21 start av nuvarande företagsstruktur 
39 Många års erfarenhet 
49 Start av företaget 
50 Avtrappning av verksamheten inför pension 
54 Det är lättare att få lönsamhet vid serieproduktion 
55 start av företaget 
57 vuxit fram under en längre tid- i samband med start 
60 Det är helt nytt för företaget då det köptes 1 aprill 2000 
68 Upprättande av affärsplan 
75 införandet av extern styrelse 
76 Ägare som ville …… 
77 bolaget bildades 
93 Vi håller på med ständiga förbätringar 
105 Situation when developt the vision 
107 When started the business 
112 
Strategy for small business courses (Glasgow North 
enterpr 
114 appointing new younger, talented staff. 
116 On-going business planning 
124 Start of MBO 
134 Refinancing + MBO october 2000 
136 MBO 
137 Ongoing appraisal 
 
 
 
4 - Where is the vision developed? 
 
 
Frequencies 
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Statistics
116 116 116 116 79
35 35 35 35 72
Valid
Missing
N
Conference
External
workshop
Internal
workshop In the board Other
 
Frequency Table 
Conference
102 67,5 87,9 87,9
14 9,3 12,1 100,0
116 76,8 100,0
35 23,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
External workshop
106 70,2 91,4 91,4
10 6,6 8,6 100,0
116 76,8 100,0
35 23,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Internal workshop
73 48,3 62,9 62,9
43 28,5 37,1 100,0
116 76,8 100,0
35 23,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
In the board
86 57,0 74,1 74,1
30 19,9 25,9 100,0
116 76,8 100,0
35 23,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Other
56 37,1 70,9 70,9
23 15,2 29,1 100,0
79 52,3 100,0
72 47,7
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Crosstabs 
Case Processing Summary
105 69,5% 46 30,5% 151 100,0%
116 76,8% 35 23,2% 151 100,0%
105 69,5% 46 30,5% 151 100,0%
116 76,8% 35 23,2% 151 100,0%
105 69,5% 46 30,5% 151 100,0%
116 76,8% 35 23,2% 151 100,0%
105 69,5% 46 30,5% 151 100,0%
116 76,8% 35 23,2% 151 100,0%
73 48,3% 78 51,7% 151 100,0%
79 52,3% 72 47,7% 151 100,0%
Conference * SIZE2
Conference * Country
External workshop *
SIZE2
External workshop *
Country
Internal workshop * SIZE2
Internal workshop *
Country
In the board * SIZE2
In the board * Country
Other * SIZE2
Other * Country
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
Conference * SIZE2 
Crosstab
20 28 44 92
90,9% 96,6% 81,5% 87,6%
19,0% 26,7% 41,9% 87,6%
2 1 10 13
9,1% 3,4% 18,5% 12,4%
1,9% 1,0% 9,5% 12,4%
22 29 54 105
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,0% 27,6% 51,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Conference
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
4,228a 2 ,121
4,780 2 ,092
2,247 1 ,134
105
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,72.
a. 
 
Conference * Country 
Crosstab
66 36 102
83,5% 97,3% 87,9%
56,9% 31,0% 87,9%
13 1 14
16,5% 2,7% 12,1%
11,2% ,9% 12,1%
79 37 116
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
68,1% 31,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Conference
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
4,491b 1 ,034
3,289 1 ,070
5,601 1 ,018
,036 ,027
4,452 1 ,035
116
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
4,47.
b. 
 
External workshop * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
20 27 48 95
90,9% 93,1% 88,9% 90,5%
19,0% 25,7% 45,7% 90,5%
2 2 6 10
9,1% 6,9% 11,1% 9,5%
1,9% 1,9% 5,7% 9,5%
22 29 54 105
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,0% 27,6% 51,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
External workshop
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,395a 2 ,821
,410 2 ,815
,157 1 ,692
105
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,10.
a. 
 
External workshop * Country 
Crosstab
73 33 106
92,4% 89,2% 91,4%
62,9% 28,4% 91,4%
6 4 10
7,6% 10,8% 8,6%
5,2% 3,4% 8,6%
79 37 116
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
68,1% 31,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
External workshop
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,331b 1 ,565
,049 1 ,826
,319 1 ,572
,724 ,400
,328 1 ,567
116
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,19.
b. 
 
Internal workshop * SIZE2 
Crosstab
16 21 30 67
72,7% 72,4% 55,6% 63,8%
15,2% 20,0% 28,6% 63,8%
6 8 24 38
27,3% 27,6% 44,4% 36,2%
5,7% 7,6% 22,9% 36,2%
22 29 54 105
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,0% 27,6% 51,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Internal workshop
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,280a 2 ,194
3,310 2 ,191
2,668 1 ,102
105
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 7,96.
a. 
 
Internal workshop * Country 
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Crosstab
48 25 73
60,8% 67,6% 62,9%
41,4% 21,6% 62,9%
31 12 43
39,2% 32,4% 37,1%
26,7% 10,3% 37,1%
79 37 116
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
68,1% 31,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Internal workshop
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,501b 1 ,479
,251 1 ,616
,506 1 ,477
,540 ,310
,496 1 ,481
116
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
13,72.
b. 
 
In the board * SIZE2 
Crosstab
20 19 41 80
90,9% 65,5% 75,9% 76,2%
19,0% 18,1% 39,0% 76,2%
2 10 13 25
9,1% 34,5% 24,1% 23,8%
1,9% 9,5% 12,4% 23,8%
22 29 54 105
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,0% 27,6% 51,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
In the board
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
4,450a 2 ,108
4,888 2 ,087
,942 1 ,332
105
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5,24.
a. 
 
In the board * Country 
Crosstab
67 19 86
84,8% 51,4% 74,1%
57,8% 16,4% 74,1%
12 18 30
15,2% 48,6% 25,9%
10,3% 15,5% 25,9%
79 37 116
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
68,1% 31,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
In the board
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
14,713b 1 ,000
13,019 1 ,000
14,041 1 ,000
,000 ,000
14,586 1 ,000
116
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
9,57.
b. 
 
Other * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
10 13 30 53
62,5% 61,9% 83,3% 72,6%
13,7% 17,8% 41,1% 72,6%
6 8 6 20
37,5% 38,1% 16,7% 27,4%
8,2% 11,0% 8,2% 27,4%
16 21 36 73
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,9% 28,8% 49,3% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
4,113a 2 ,128
4,206 2 ,122
3,200 1 ,074
73
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,38.
a. 
 
Other * Country 
Crosstab
56 56
70,9% 70,9%
70,9% 70,9%
23 23
29,1% 29,1%
29,1% 29,1%
79 79
100,0% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Swedish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,
a
79
Pearson Chi-Square
N of Valid Cases
Value
No statistics are computed
because Country is a constant.
a. 
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Case Summaries   
N Where was the vision developed 
3 kont. Process avslutad med konferens 
7 process inom bolaget, ledningsgrupp, ägare 
10 Bland kunder och fackliga representater 
15 process, konference 40 tal chefer 
18 Kontinureligt 
27 Process 
29 Diskussioner på managementnivå 
43 Med nätverk 
49 hemma 
53 arbete som anställd 
54 Detta är något som växt fram efterhan 
55 funderinga över en längre tid 
56 växte fram 
57 inom företaget, samt med aktieägarna 
58 inom företaget, med kunder 
66 Centralt i koncernledingen USA 
69 på olika möten 
70 i livet hela tiden 
76 mellan arbetskollegor 
79 ständig diskussion i liten grupp 
89 I ledningen under längre tid 
107 Experiance 
127 In meetings (internal) 
128 A process more than one event 
133 MD led process. inclusive approach 
134 Regular brainstorming & strategic planning 
136 In my mind 
Total 151 
Limited to first 200 
cases.   
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5 – Who is involved in the process of developing visions? 
Case Processing Summary
120 79,5% 31 20,5% 151 100,0%Country * The vision
was developed by:
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
 
Country * The vision was developed by: Crosstabulation
11 52 13 2 1 79
13,9% 65,8% 16,5% 2,5% 1,3% 100,0%
57,9% 68,4% 61,9% 100,0% 50,0% 65,8%
9,2% 43,3% 10,8% 1,7% ,8% 65,8%
8 24 8 1 41
19,5% 58,5% 19,5% 2,4% 100,0%
42,1% 31,6% 38,1% 50,0% 34,2%
6,7% 20,0% 6,7% ,8% 34,2%
19 76 21 2 2 120
15,8% 63,3% 17,5% 1,7% 1,7% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
15,8% 63,3% 17,5% 1,7% 1,7% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% within The vision
was developed by:
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% within The vision
was developed by:
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% within The vision
was developed by:
% of Total
Swedish
Scottish
Country
Total
Single personSmall group
Wider
involvment Other Do not know
The vision was developed by:
Total
 
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,164a 4 ,706
2,770 4 ,597
,082 1 ,774
120
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
4 cells (40,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,68.
a. 
 
 
 
 
 
Oneway 
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Descriptives
7 38,1357 64,12517 24,23704 -21,1702 97,4416 ,25 180,00
36 8,0273 10,41232 1,73539 4,5043 11,5503 ,03 48,00
15 18,4667 29,36924 7,58311 2,2025 34,7308 1,00 120,00
0 , , , , , , ,
0 , , , , , , ,
58 14,3609 28,46857 3,73811 6,8755 21,8463 ,03 180,00
13 3,08 1,441 ,400 2,21 3,95 1 5
60 3,05 1,141 ,147 2,76 3,34 1 5
18 3,56 1,097 ,258 3,01 4,10 1 5
1 3,00 , , , , 3 3
0 , , , , , , ,
92 3,15 1,176 ,123 2,91 3,40 1 5
13 4,62 ,650 ,180 4,22 5,01 3 5
58 4,38 ,587 ,077 4,22 4,53 3 5
17 4,71 ,470 ,114 4,46 4,95 4 5
0 , , , , , , ,
0 , , , , , , ,
88 4,48 ,587 ,063 4,35 4,60 3 5
13 2,77 1,423 ,395 1,91 3,63 1 5
58 3,10 ,872 ,115 2,87 3,33 1 5
17 2,41 ,939 ,228 1,93 2,89 1 4
0 , , , , , , ,
0 , , , , , , ,
88 2,92 1,008 ,107 2,71 3,13 1 5
16 ,44 ,512 ,128 ,16 ,71 0 1
68 ,16 ,371 ,045 ,07 ,25 0 1
20 ,10 ,308 ,069 -,04 ,24 0 1
1 ,00 , , , , 0 0
1 ,00 , , , , 0 0
106 ,19 ,393 ,038 ,11 ,26 0 1
16 ,13 ,342 ,085 -,06 ,31 0 1
68 ,38 ,490 ,059 ,26 ,50 0 1
20 ,25 ,444 ,099 ,04 ,46 0 1
1 ,00 , , , , 0 0
1 ,00 , , , , 0 0
106 ,31 ,465 ,045 ,22 ,40 0 1
16 ,06 ,250 ,062 -,07 ,20 0 1
68 ,37 ,486 ,059 ,25 ,49 0 1
20 ,30 ,470 ,105 ,08 ,52 0 1
1 ,00 , , , , 0 0
1 ,00 , , , , 0 0
106 ,30 ,461 ,045 ,21 ,39 0 1
16 ,06 ,250 ,062 -,07 ,20 0 1
68 ,19 ,396 ,048 ,10 ,29 0 1
20 ,35 ,489 ,109 ,12 ,58 0 1
1 ,00 , , , , 0 0
1 ,00 , , , , 0 0
106 ,20 ,400 ,039 ,12 ,28 0 1
16 ,06 ,250 ,062 -,07 ,20 0 1
68 ,09 ,286 ,035 ,02 ,16 0 1
20 ,15 ,366 ,082 -,02 ,32 0 1
1 ,00 , , , , 0 0
1 ,00 , , , , 0 0
106 ,09 ,294 ,029 ,04 ,15 0 1
16 ,13 ,342 ,085 -,06 ,31 0 1
68 ,04 ,207 ,025 -,01 ,09 0 1
20 ,15 ,366 ,082 -,02 ,32 0 1
1 1,00 , , , , 1 1
1 ,00 , , , , 0 0
106 ,08 ,280 ,027 ,03 ,14 0 1
Single person
Small group
Wider involvment
Other
Do not know
Total
Single person
Small group
Wider involvment
Other
Do not know
Total
Single person
Small group
Wider involvment
Other
Do not know
Total
Single person
Small group
Wider involvment
Other
Do not know
Total
Single person
Small group
Wider involvment
Other
Do not know
Total
Single person
Small group
Wider involvment
Other
Do not know
Total
Single person
Small group
Wider involvment
Other
Do not know
Total
Single person
Small group
Wider involvment
Other
Do not know
Total
Single person
Small group
Wider involvment
Other
Do not know
Total
Single person
Small group
Wider involvment
Other
Do not know
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month)
The process: Easy -
Difficult
The process: Useless -
Valuable
The process: Slow - Fast
No formal
approach/method
Integrated into the
strategic planning
process
Discussion
Workshop
Conference
Other method
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean
Minimum Maximum
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ANOVA
5653,667 2 2826,834 3,835 ,028
40542,530 55 737,137
46196,198 57
3,652 3 1,217 ,877 ,456
122,218 88 1,389
125,870 91
1,693 2 ,847 2,546 ,084
28,262 85 ,332
29,955 87
6,639 2 3,319 3,449 ,036
81,805 85 ,962
88,443 87
1,268 4 ,317 2,141 ,081
14,958 101 ,148
16,226 105
1,168 4 ,292 1,367 ,251
21,559 101 ,213
22,726 105
1,393 4 ,348 1,680 ,161
20,946 101 ,207
22,340 105
,837 4 ,209 1,321 ,267
16,002 101 ,158
16,840 105
,099 4 ,025 ,278 ,892
8,958 101 ,089
9,057 105
1,068 4 ,267 3,763 ,007
7,168 101 ,071
8,236 105
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month)
The process: Easy -
Difficult
The process: Useless -
Valuable
The process: Slow - Fast
No formal
approach/method
Integrated into the
strategic planning
process
Discussion
Workshop
Conference
Other method
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
The vision was developed by:
120
31
Valid
Missing
N
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The vision was developed by:
19 12,6 15,8 15,8
76 50,3 63,3 79,2
21 13,9 17,5 96,7
2 1,3 1,7 98,3
2 1,3 1,7 100,0
120 79,5 100,0
31 20,5
151 100,0
Single person
Small group
Wider involvment
Other
Do not know
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
 
 
 
Who was responsible for the vision development  
 
Crosstabs 
Case Processing Summary
108 71,5% 43 28,5% 151 100,0%
96 63,6% 55 36,4% 151 100,0%
108 71,5% 43 28,5% 151 100,0%
96 63,6% 55 36,4% 151 100,0%
108 71,5% 43 28,5% 151 100,0%
96 63,6% 55 36,4% 151 100,0%
108 71,5% 43 28,5% 151 100,0%
96 63,6% 55 36,4% 151 100,0%
108 71,5% 43 28,5% 151 100,0%
96 63,6% 55 36,4% 151 100,0%
108 71,5% 43 28,5% 151 100,0%
96 63,6% 55 36,4% 151 100,0%
106 70,2% 45 29,8% 151 100,0%
94 62,3% 57 37,7% 151 100,0%
52 34,4% 99 65,6% 151 100,0%
43 28,5% 108 71,5% 151 100,0%
Consultants * Country
Consultants * SIZE2
Customers * Country
Customers * SIZE2
Competitors * Country
Competitors * SIZE2
Suppliers * Country
Suppliers * SIZE2
Stockholders * Country
Stockholders * SIZE2
Other Investors * Country
Other Investors * SIZE2
Trade Unions * Country
Trade Unions * SIZE2
Other * Country
Other * SIZE2
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
Consultants * Country 
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Crosstab
60 36 96
62,5% 37,5% 100,0%
87,0% 92,3% 88,9%
55,6% 33,3% 88,9%
9 3 12
75,0% 25,0% 100,0%
13,0% 7,7% 11,1%
8,3% 2,8% 11,1%
69 39 108
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
Count
% within Consultants
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Consultants
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Consultants
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Consultants
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,722b 1 ,395
,282 1 ,595
,760 1 ,383
,531 ,305
,716 1 ,398
108
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
4,33.
b. 
 
Consultants * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
18 23 45 86
20,9% 26,7% 52,3% 100,0%
85,7% 88,5% 91,8% 89,6%
18,8% 24,0% 46,9% 89,6%
3 3 4 10
30,0% 30,0% 40,0% 100,0%
14,3% 11,5% 8,2% 10,4%
3,1% 3,1% 4,2% 10,4%
21 26 49 96
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Consultants
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Consultants
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Consultants
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Consultants
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,639a 2 ,727
,626 2 ,731
,630 1 ,427
96
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,19.
a. 
 
Customers * Country 
Crosstab
64 36 100
64,0% 36,0% 100,0%
92,8% 92,3% 92,6%
59,3% 33,3% 92,6%
5 3 8
62,5% 37,5% 100,0%
7,2% 7,7% 7,4%
4,6% 2,8% 7,4%
69 39 108
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
Count
% within Customers
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Customers
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Customers
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Customers
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,007b 1 ,932
,000 1 1,000
,007 1 ,932
1,000 ,604
,007 1 ,933
108
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
2,89.
b. 
 
Customers * SIZE2 
Crosstab
16 25 47 88
18,2% 28,4% 53,4% 100,0%
76,2% 96,2% 95,9% 91,7%
16,7% 26,0% 49,0% 91,7%
5 1 2 8
62,5% 12,5% 25,0% 100,0%
23,8% 3,8% 4,1% 8,3%
5,2% 1,0% 2,1% 8,3%
21 26 49 96
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Customers
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Customers
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Customers
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Customers
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
8,429a 2 ,015
6,831 2 ,033
5,959 1 ,015
96
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,75.
a. 
 
Competitors * Country 
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Crosstab
66 35 101
65,3% 34,7% 100,0%
95,7% 89,7% 93,5%
61,1% 32,4% 93,5%
3 4 7
42,9% 57,1% 100,0%
4,3% 10,3% 6,5%
2,8% 3,7% 6,5%
69 39 108
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
Count
% within Competitors
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Competitors
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Competitors
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Competitors
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,435b 1 ,231
,626 1 ,429
1,370 1 ,242
,250 ,212
1,422 1 ,233
108
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
2 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
2,53.
b. 
 
Competitors * SIZE2 
 112
Crosstab
17 25 47 89
19,1% 28,1% 52,8% 100,0%
81,0% 96,2% 95,9% 92,7%
17,7% 26,0% 49,0% 92,7%
4 1 2 7
57,1% 14,3% 28,6% 100,0%
19,0% 3,8% 4,1% 7,3%
4,2% 1,0% 2,1% 7,3%
21 26 49 96
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Competitors
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Competitors
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Competitors
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Competitors
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
5,497a 2 ,064
4,495 2 ,106
3,867 1 ,049
96
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,53.
a. 
 
Suppliers * Country 
Crosstab
64 37 101
63,4% 36,6% 100,0%
92,8% 94,9% 93,5%
59,3% 34,3% 93,5%
5 2 7
71,4% 28,6% 100,0%
7,2% 5,1% 6,5%
4,6% 1,9% 6,5%
69 39 108
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
Count
% within Suppliers
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Suppliers
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Suppliers
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Suppliers
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,184b 1 ,668
,001 1 ,982
,191 1 ,662
1,000 ,505
,183 1 ,669
108
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
2 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
2,53.
b. 
 
Suppliers * SIZE2 
Crosstab
16 26 47 89
18,0% 29,2% 52,8% 100,0%
76,2% 100,0% 95,9% 92,7%
16,7% 27,1% 49,0% 92,7%
5 2 7
71,4% 28,6% 100,0%
23,8% 4,1% 7,3%
5,2% 2,1% 7,3%
21 26 49 96
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Suppliers
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Suppliers
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Suppliers
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Suppliers
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
11,268a 2 ,004
10,370 2 ,006
6,018 1 ,014
96
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,53.
a. 
 
Stockholders * Country 
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Crosstab
62 37 99
62,6% 37,4% 100,0%
89,9% 94,9% 91,7%
57,4% 34,3% 91,7%
7 2 9
77,8% 22,2% 100,0%
10,1% 5,1% 8,3%
6,5% 1,9% 8,3%
69 39 108
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
Count
% within Stockholders
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Stockholders
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Stockholders
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Stockholders
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,821b 1 ,365
,296 1 ,587
,880 1 ,348
,484 ,302
,813 1 ,367
108
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,25.
b. 
 
Stockholders * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
18 24 46 88
20,5% 27,3% 52,3% 100,0%
85,7% 92,3% 93,9% 91,7%
18,8% 25,0% 47,9% 91,7%
3 2 3 8
37,5% 25,0% 37,5% 100,0%
14,3% 7,7% 6,1% 8,3%
3,1% 2,1% 3,1% 8,3%
21 26 49 96
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Stockholders
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Stockholders
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Stockholders
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Stockholders
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,302a 2 ,522
1,174 2 ,556
1,141 1 ,286
96
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,75.
a. 
 
Other Investors * Country 
Crosstab
69 39 108
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
69 39 108
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
63,9% 36,1% 100,0%
Count
% within Other Investors
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Other Investors
% within Country
% of Total
NoOther Investors
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,
a
108
Pearson Chi-Square
N of Valid Cases
Value
No statistics are computed because
Other Investors is a constant.
a. 
 
Other Investors * SIZE2 
Crosstab
21 26 49 96
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
21 26 49 96
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,9% 27,1% 51,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Other Investors
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Other Investors
% within SIZE2
% of Total
NoOther Investors
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,
a
96
Pearson Chi-Square
N of Valid Cases
Value
No statistics are computed because
Other Investors is a constant.
a. 
 
Trade Unions * Country 
Crosstab
66 39 105
62,9% 37,1% 100,0%
98,5% 100,0% 99,1%
62,3% 36,8% 99,1%
1 1
100,0% 100,0%
1,5% ,9%
,9% ,9%
67 39 106
63,2% 36,8% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
63,2% 36,8% 100,0%
Count
% within Trade Unions
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Trade Unions
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Trade Unions
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Trade Unions
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,588b 1 ,443
,000 1 1,000
,923 1 ,337
1,000 ,632
,582 1 ,445
106
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
2 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
,37.
b. 
 
Trade Unions * SIZE2 
Crosstab
20 25 48 93
21,5% 26,9% 51,6% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 98,0% 98,9%
21,3% 26,6% 51,1% 98,9%
1 1
100,0% 100,0%
2,0% 1,1%
1,1% 1,1%
20 25 49 94
21,3% 26,6% 52,1% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
21,3% 26,6% 52,1% 100,0%
Count
% within Trade Unions
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Trade Unions
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Trade Unions
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Trade Unions
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,928a 2 ,629
1,313 2 ,519
,748 1 ,387
94
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,21.
a. 
 
Other * Country 
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Crosstab
14 37 51
27,5% 72,5% 100,0%
93,3% 100,0% 98,1%
26,9% 71,2% 98,1%
1 1
100,0% 100,0%
6,7% 1,9%
1,9% 1,9%
15 37 52
28,8% 71,2% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
28,8% 71,2% 100,0%
Count
% within Other
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,515b 1 ,113
,222 1 ,637
2,535 1 ,111
,288 ,288
2,467 1 ,116
52
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
2 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
,29.
b. 
 
Other * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
8 11 23 42
19,0% 26,2% 54,8% 100,0%
88,9% 100,0% 100,0% 97,7%
18,6% 25,6% 53,5% 97,7%
1 1
100,0% 100,0%
11,1% 2,3%
2,3% 2,3%
9 11 23 43
20,9% 25,6% 53,5% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
20,9% 25,6% 53,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Other
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within Other
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,868a 2 ,145
3,220 2 ,200
2,753 1 ,097
43
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,21.
a. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Who was involved in the vision development  
 
 120
Crosstabs 
Case Processing Summary
100 66,2% 51 33,8% 151 100,0%
99 65,6% 52 34,4% 151 100,0%
96 63,6% 55 36,4% 151 100,0%
95 62,9% 56 37,1% 151 100,0%
93 61,6% 58 38,4% 151 100,0%
100 66,2% 51 33,8% 151 100,0%
101 66,9% 50 33,1% 151 100,0%
104 68,9% 47 31,1% 151 100,0%
102 67,5% 49 32,5% 151 100,0%
101 66,9% 50 33,1% 151 100,0%
101 66,9% 50 33,1% 151 100,0%
101 66,9% 50 33,1% 151 100,0%
99 65,6% 52 34,4% 151 100,0%
23 15,2% 128 84,8% 151 100,0%
The CEO * SIZE2
The Board * SIZE2
Top Management * SIZE2
Middle Management *
SIZE2
Lower Management *
SIZE2
Other Staff * SIZE2
Consultants * SIZE2
Customers * SIZE2
Competitors * SIZE2
Suppliers * SIZE2
Stockholders * SIZE2
Other Investors * SIZE2
Trade Unions * SIZE2
Other * SIZE2
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
The CEO * SIZE2 
Crosstab
15 22 51 88
78,9% 81,5% 94,4% 88,0%
2 2 4
7,4% 3,7% 4,0%
4 3 1 8
21,1% 11,1% 1,9% 8,0%
19 27 54 100
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
The
CEO
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
9,042a 4 ,060
9,508 4 ,050
6,162 1 ,013
100
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
6 cells (66,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,76.
a. 
 
The Board * SIZE2 
Crosstab
7 11 25 43
36,8% 40,7% 47,2% 43,4%
6 15 21
22,2% 28,3% 21,2%
12 10 13 35
63,2% 37,0% 24,5% 35,4%
19 27 53 99
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
The
Board
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
11,638a 4 ,020
14,972 4 ,005
4,266 1 ,039
99
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (11,1%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,03.
a. 
 
Top Management * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
3 14 46 63
18,8% 53,8% 85,2% 65,6%
1 5 6
3,8% 9,3% 6,3%
10 11 3 24
62,5% 42,3% 5,6% 25,0%
3 3
18,8% 3,1%
16 26 54 96
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
Does not apply
Top Management
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
46,360a 6 ,000
45,530 6 ,000
36,356 1 ,000
96
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
7 cells (58,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,50.
a. 
 
Middle Management * SIZE2 
Crosstab
3 3 20 26
18,8% 11,5% 37,7% 27,4%
16 16
30,2% 16,8%
10 23 17 50
62,5% 88,5% 32,1% 52,6%
3 3
18,8% 3,2%
16 26 53 95
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
Does not apply
Middle
Management
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
43,281a 6 ,000
45,245 6 ,000
16,806 1 ,000
95
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
6 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,51.
a. 
 
Lower Management * SIZE2 
Crosstab
1 8 9
6,7% 15,4% 9,7%
8 8
15,4% 8,6%
11 26 36 73
73,3% 100,0% 69,2% 78,5%
3 3
20,0% 3,2%
15 26 52 93
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
Does not apply
Lower
Management
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
28,466a 6 ,000
28,974 6 ,000
10,701 1 ,001
93
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
8 cells (66,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,48.
a. 
 
Other Staff * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
5 5 7 17
26,3% 18,5% 13,0% 17,0%
1 3 6 10
5,3% 11,1% 11,1% 10,0%
13 19 41 73
68,4% 70,4% 75,9% 73,0%
19 27 54 100
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
Other
Staff
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,194a 4 ,700
2,186 4 ,702
1,138 1 ,286
100
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
4 cells (44,4%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,90.
a. 
 
Consultants * SIZE2 
Crosstab
7 4 12 23
36,8% 14,3% 22,2% 22,8%
1 3 4 8
5,3% 10,7% 7,4% 7,9%
11 21 38 70
57,9% 75,0% 70,4% 69,3%
19 28 54 101
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
Consultants
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
3,504a 4 ,477
3,392 4 ,495
,754 1 ,385
101
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
4 cells (44,4%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,50.
a. 
 
Customers * SIZE2 
Crosstab
8 1 10 19
36,4% 3,6% 18,5% 18,3%
2 6 11 19
9,1% 21,4% 20,4% 18,3%
12 21 33 66
54,5% 75,0% 61,1% 63,5%
22 28 54 104
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
Customers
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
9,463a 4 ,051
10,429 4 ,034
,503 1 ,478
104
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (22,2%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,02.
a. 
 
Competitors * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
1 1 1 3
5,0% 3,6% 1,9% 2,9%
1 3 4 8
5,0% 10,7% 7,4% 7,8%
18 24 49 91
90,0% 85,7% 90,7% 89,2%
20 28 54 102
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
Competitors
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,111a 4 ,892
1,093 4 ,895
,248 1 ,619
102
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
6 cells (66,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,59.
a. 
 
Suppliers * SIZE2 
Crosstab
3 2 3 8
15,0% 7,1% 5,7% 7,9%
2 2 2 6
10,0% 7,1% 3,8% 5,9%
15 24 48 87
75,0% 85,7% 90,6% 86,1%
20 28 53 101
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
Suppliers
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
3,080a 4 ,545
2,828 4 ,587
2,501 1 ,114
101
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
6 cells (66,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,19.
a. 
 
Stockholders * SIZE2 
Crosstab
5 3 10 18
25,0% 10,7% 18,9% 17,8%
3 3
5,7% 3,0%
15 25 40 80
75,0% 89,3% 75,5% 79,2%
20 28 53 101
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
Stockholders
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
4,619a 4 ,329
5,826 4 ,212
,002 1 ,966
101
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
5 cells (55,6%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,59.
a. 
 
Other Investors * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
1 3 4
5,0% 5,7% 4,0%
2 2
3,8% 2,0%
19 28 48 95
95,0% 100,0% 90,6% 94,1%
20 28 53 101
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
Other
Investors
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,537a 4 ,472
5,363 4 ,252
,706 1 ,401
101
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
6 cells (66,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,40.
a. 
 
Trade Unions * SIZE2 
Crosstab
4 4
7,7% 4,0%
3 3
5,8% 3,0%
19 28 45 92
100,0% 100,0% 86,5% 92,9%
19 28 52 99
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
Trade
Unions
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
6,808a 4 ,146
9,495 4 ,050
4,941 1 ,026
99
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
6 cells (66,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,58.
a. 
 
Other * SIZE2 
Crosstab
1 1 2
16,7% 10,0% 8,7%
1 1
10,0% 4,3%
5 7 8 20
83,3% 100,0% 80,0% 87,0%
6 7 10 23
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Count
% within SIZE2
Yes
To some degree
No
Other
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,568a 4 ,632
3,443 4 ,487
,003 1 ,956
23
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
6 cells (66,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,26.
a. 
 
Crosstabs 
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Case Processing Summary
112 74,2% 39 25,8% 151 100,0%
111 73,5% 40 26,5% 151 100,0%
108 71,5% 43 28,5% 151 100,0%
107 70,9% 44 29,1% 151 100,0%
105 69,5% 46 30,5% 151 100,0%
112 74,2% 39 25,8% 151 100,0%
112 74,2% 39 25,8% 151 100,0%
115 76,2% 36 23,8% 151 100,0%
113 74,8% 38 25,2% 151 100,0%
112 74,2% 39 25,8% 151 100,0%
112 74,2% 39 25,8% 151 100,0%
112 74,2% 39 25,8% 151 100,0%
110 72,8% 41 27,2% 151 100,0%
28 18,5% 123 81,5% 151 100,0%
The CEO * Country
The Board * Country
Top Management *
Country
Middle Management *
Country
Lower Management *
Country
Other Staff * Country
Consultants * Country
Customers * Country
Competitors * Country
Suppliers * Country
Stockholders * Country
Other Investors * Country
Trade Unions * Country
Other * Country
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
The CEO * Country 
Crosstab
68 31 99
88,3% 88,6% 88,4%
3 2 5
3,9% 5,7% 4,5%
6 2 8
7,8% 5,7% 7,1%
77 35 112
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
The
CEO
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,324a 2 ,851
,322 2 ,851
,044 1 ,834
112
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,56.
a. 
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The Board * Country 
Crosstab
28 21 49
36,8% 60,0% 44,1%
16 6 22
21,1% 17,1% 19,8%
32 8 40
42,1% 22,9% 36,0%
76 35 111
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
The
Board
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
5,560a 2 ,062
5,631 2 ,060
5,370 1 ,020
111
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 6,94.
a. 
 
Top Management * Country 
Crosstab
41 26 67
56,9% 72,2% 62,0%
6 3 9
8,3% 8,3% 8,3%
22 7 29
30,6% 19,4% 26,9%
3 3
4,2% 2,8%
72 36 108
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
Does not apply
Top Management
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
3,506a 3 ,320
4,480 3 ,214
3,143 1 ,076
108
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (37,5%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,00.
a. 
 
Middle Management * Country 
Crosstab
16 11 27
22,5% 30,6% 25,2%
14 4 18
19,7% 11,1% 16,8%
38 21 59
53,5% 58,3% 55,1%
3 3
4,2% 2,8%
71 36 107
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
Does not apply
Middle
Management
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,282a 3 ,350
4,280 3 ,233
,407 1 ,523
107
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,01.
a. 
 
Lower Management * Country 
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Crosstab
8 1 9
11,3% 2,9% 8,6%
7 3 10
9,9% 8,8% 9,5%
53 30 83
74,6% 88,2% 79,0%
3 3
4,2% 2,9%
71 34 105
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
Does not apply
Lower
Management
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,859a 3 ,277
5,138 3 ,162
1,007 1 ,316
105
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
4 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,97.
a. 
 
Other Staff * Country 
Crosstab
14 4 18
18,7% 10,8% 16,1%
9 3 12
12,0% 8,1% 10,7%
52 30 82
69,3% 81,1% 73,2%
75 37 112
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
Other
Staff
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
1,769a 2 ,413
1,846 2 ,397
1,666 1 ,197
112
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3,96.
a. 
 
Consultants * Country 
Crosstab
18 8 26
24,0% 21,6% 23,2%
5 5 10
6,7% 13,5% 8,9%
52 24 76
69,3% 64,9% 67,9%
75 37 112
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
Consultants
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,434a 2 ,488
1,358 2 ,507
,015 1 ,902
112
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3,30.
a. 
 
Customers * Country 
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Crosstab
10 10 20
13,2% 25,6% 17,4%
12 9 21
15,8% 23,1% 18,3%
54 20 74
71,1% 51,3% 64,3%
76 39 115
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
Customers
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
4,625a 2 ,099
4,535 2 ,104
4,453 1 ,035
115
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 6,78.
a. 
 
Competitors * Country 
Crosstab
2 1 3
2,6% 2,7% 2,7%
5 4 9
6,6% 10,8% 8,0%
69 32 101
90,8% 86,5% 89,4%
76 37 113
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
Competitors
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,612a 2 ,737
,585 2 ,746
,281 1 ,596
113
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,98.
a. 
 
Suppliers * Country 
Crosstab
4 4 8
5,3% 10,8% 7,1%
5 1 6
6,7% 2,7% 5,4%
66 32 98
88,0% 86,5% 87,5%
75 37 112
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
Suppliers
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,774a 2 ,412
1,803 2 ,406
,399 1 ,528
112
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,98.
a. 
 
Stockholders * Country 
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Crosstab
14 6 20
18,7% 16,2% 17,9%
4 4
5,3% 3,6%
57 31 88
76,0% 83,8% 78,6%
75 37 112
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
Stockholders
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,248a 2 ,325
3,482 2 ,175
,432 1 ,511
112
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,32.
a. 
 
Other Investors * Country 
Crosstab
2 2 4
2,7% 5,4% 3,6%
2 2
5,4% 1,8%
73 33 106
97,3% 89,2% 94,6%
75 37 112
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
Other
Investors
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
4,748a 2 ,093
5,095 2 ,078
1,904 1 ,168
112
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
4 cells (66,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,66.
a. 
 
Trade Unions * Country 
Crosstab
4 4
5,5% 3,6%
3 1 4
4,1% 2,7% 3,6%
66 36 102
90,4% 97,3% 92,7%
73 37 110
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
Trade
Unions
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,287a 2 ,319
3,545 2 ,170
2,190 1 ,139
110
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
4 cells (66,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,35.
a. 
 
Other * Country 
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Crosstab
2 2
8,3% 7,1%
1 1
4,2% 3,6%
21 4 25
87,5% 100,0% 89,3%
24 4 28
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Count
% within Country
Yes
To some degree
No
Other
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,560a 2 ,756
,983 2 ,612
,496 1 ,481
28
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
5 cells (83,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,14.
a. 
 
T-Test 
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Group Statistics
8 1,25 ,463 ,164
104 1,32 ,468 ,046
8 3,63 ,518 ,183
98 3,97 ,805 ,081
8 4,00 ,756 ,267
98 4,12 ,877 ,089
8 3,75 ,463 ,164
98 4,23 ,686 ,069
8 4,13 ,641 ,227
98 4,01 ,936 ,095
8 4,13 ,641 ,227
98 3,99 1,010 ,102
8 4,13 ,641 ,227
98 4,12 ,841 ,085
8 3,88 ,641 ,227
98 4,18 ,817 ,082
8 3,50 ,756 ,267
98 3,88 ,763 ,077
8 4,00 ,756 ,267
98 3,95 ,957 ,097
8 3,75 1,035 ,366
97 3,97 ,918 ,093
8 3,88 ,835 ,295
97 4,11 ,734 ,075
8 3,25 ,707 ,250
97 3,67 ,838 ,085
8 3,50 ,756 ,267
96 3,83 ,790 ,081
8 3,38 ,518 ,183
97 3,78 ,807 ,082
6 5,00 ,000 ,000
98 4,72 ,685 ,069
7 4,71 ,488 ,184
86 4,44 ,889 ,096
7 4,43 ,535 ,202
79 4,52 ,731 ,082
6 4,00 ,894 ,365
76 3,95 ,798 ,092
4 3,75 1,500 ,750
70 3,44 ,940 ,112
8 3,38 1,408 ,498
88 3,31 1,054 ,112
1 ,2700 , ,
11 18181,90 60302,24043 18181,81
0a , , ,
10 ,1206 ,05855 ,01851
2 ,1250 ,17678 ,12500
12 ,0977 ,06831 ,01972
0a , , ,
12 ,1900 ,29656 ,08561
The CEO
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the companyThe extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and cultureThe extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high idealsThe extent the vision
clarify the company's
purposeThe extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm andThe extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, itsIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)The extent the vision fits
the business
environmentHow well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profitsHow the vision has
influenced the
company's salesHow well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
visionHow well the Middle
Management shares the
visionHow well the Lower
Management shares the
visionHow well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
t cannot be computed because at least one of the groups is empty.a. 
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Independent Samples Test
,820 ,367 -,393 110 ,695 -,07 ,171 -,407 ,273
-,396 8,139 ,702 -,07 ,170 -,458 ,323
,104 ,748 -1,187 104 ,238 -,34 ,290 -,920 ,231
-1,720 10,012 ,116 -,34 ,200 -,790 ,102
1,055 ,307 -,383 104 ,702 -,12 ,320 -,756 ,511
-,435 8,614 ,674 -,12 ,282 -,764 ,519
1,358 ,247 -1,959 104 ,053 -,48 ,247 -,975 ,006
-2,727 9,709 ,022 -,48 ,178 -,882 -,087
,740 ,392 ,340 104 ,735 ,11 ,338 -,555 ,785
,468 9,629 ,650 ,11 ,246 -,435 ,665
1,653 ,201 ,372 104 ,711 ,14 ,364 -,586 ,857
,544 10,098 ,598 ,14 ,249 -,418 ,688
,879 ,351 ,008 104 ,993 ,00 ,305 -,602 ,607
,011 9,091 ,992 ,00 ,242 -,544 ,549
,855 ,357 -1,041 104 ,300 -,31 ,296 -,896 ,279
-1,280 8,967 ,233 -,31 ,241 -,854 ,237
,029 ,866 -1,346 104 ,181 -,38 ,281 -,934 ,179
-1,357 8,210 ,211 -,38 ,278 -1,016 ,261
,785 ,378 ,147 104 ,883 ,05 ,347 -,638 ,740
,180 8,938 ,862 ,05 ,284 -,593 ,695
,331 ,566 -,643 103 ,522 -,22 ,341 -,895 ,457
-,580 7,935 ,578 -,22 ,378 -1,091 ,653
,277 ,600 -,874 103 ,384 -,24 ,273 -,779 ,303
-,783 7,920 ,456 -,24 ,304 -,941 ,465
,347 ,557 -1,376 103 ,172 -,42 ,305 -1,026 ,185
-1,591 8,708 ,147 -,42 ,264 -1,021 ,180
,061 ,805 -1,150 102 ,253 -,33 ,290 -,908 ,242
-1,194 8,328 ,265 -,33 ,279 -,973 ,306
1,784 ,185 -1,405 103 ,163 -,41 ,291 -,985 ,168
-2,038 10,056 ,069 -,41 ,200 -,855 ,038
4,153 ,044 ,980 102 ,329 ,28 ,281 -,282 ,833
3,980 97,000 ,000 ,28 ,069 ,138 ,413
2,329 ,130 ,798 91 ,427 ,27 ,341 -,406 ,950
1,311 9,632 ,220 ,27 ,208 -,193 ,738
,629 ,430 -,319 84 ,751 -,09 ,284 -,654 ,474
-,414 8,138 ,689 -,09 ,218 -,592 ,411
,152 ,697 ,154 80 ,878 ,05 ,341 -,626 ,732
,140 5,647 ,894 ,05 ,376 -,883 ,988
3,150 ,080 ,630 72 ,530 ,31 ,499 -,680 1,308
,414 3,136 ,705 ,31 ,758 -2,041 2,670
2,646 ,107 ,170 94 ,865 ,07 ,401 -,727 ,863
,134 7,730 ,897 ,07 ,510 -1,116 1,252
, , -,289 10 ,779 -18181,63 62983,636 -158518 122154,7
, , , -18181,63 , , ,
4,551 ,054 ,430 12 ,675 ,0273 ,06336 -,11079 ,16531
,215 1,050 ,864 ,0273 ,12655 -1,40952 1,46404
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitment
The extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competence
and what it stands forIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
vision
How well the Middle
Management shares the
vision
How well the Lower
Management shares the
vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Percentage annual
change in Sales
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
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T-Test 
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Group Statistics
40 1,20 ,405 ,064
71 1,38 ,489 ,058
36 3,92 ,841 ,140
69 3,96 ,775 ,093
36 4,14 ,990 ,165
69 4,07 ,810 ,098
36 4,22 ,681 ,113
69 4,19 ,692 ,083
36 3,92 ,937 ,156
69 4,04 ,915 ,110
36 3,97 1,000 ,167
69 3,97 ,985 ,119
36 4,03 ,971 ,162
69 4,14 ,753 ,091
36 4,08 ,906 ,151
69 4,17 ,766 ,092
36 4,03 ,736 ,123
69 3,74 ,779 ,094
36 4,00 ,828 ,138
69 3,90 ,987 ,119
35 4,11 ,867 ,147
69 3,84 ,933 ,112
36 4,14 ,833 ,139
68 4,04 ,679 ,082
35 3,51 ,951 ,161
69 3,70 ,773 ,093
37 3,76 ,830 ,136
66 3,85 ,769 ,095
37 3,81 ,701 ,115
67 3,72 ,849 ,104
36 4,72 ,741 ,124
67 4,72 ,670 ,082
25 4,44 ,961 ,192
68 4,44 ,853 ,103
25 4,56 ,821 ,164
61 4,48 ,673 ,086
25 4,32 ,852 ,170
56 3,75 ,720 ,096
21 3,86 1,014 ,221
53 3,25 ,918 ,126
31 3,48 1,061 ,190
64 3,19 1,082 ,135
2 100000,1 141421,16532 99999,87
11 127272,8 422115,85392 127272,7
0a , , ,
10 ,1206 ,05855 ,01851
2 ,1750 ,10607 ,07500
11 ,0912 ,07722 ,02328
1 ,0500 , ,
10 ,2160 ,32087 ,10147
The Board
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the companyThe extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and cultureThe extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high idealsThe extent the vision
clarify the company's
purposeThe extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm andThe extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, itsIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)The extent the vision fits
the business
environmentHow well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profitsHow the vision has
influenced the
company's salesHow well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
visionHow well the Middle
Management shares the
visionHow well the Lower
Management shares the
visionHow well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
t cannot be computed because at least one of the groups is empty.a. 
 
 144
Independent Samples Test
19,573 ,000 -1,979 109 ,050 -,18 ,091 -,361 ,000
-2,086 94,003 ,040 -,18 ,086 -,352 -,009
,107 ,745 -,243 103 ,809 -,04 ,164 -,365 ,286
-,237 66,221 ,814 -,04 ,168 -,376 ,296
3,220 ,076 ,369 103 ,713 ,07 ,180 -,291 ,423
,347 59,964 ,730 ,07 ,192 -,317 ,450
,066 ,798 ,239 103 ,812 ,03 ,141 -,247 ,314
,240 72,106 ,811 ,03 ,141 -,247 ,314
,073 ,788 -,669 103 ,505 -,13 ,190 -,503 ,249
-,664 69,566 ,509 -,13 ,191 -,508 ,254
,044 ,835 ,006 103 ,995 ,00 ,204 -,402 ,405
,006 70,160 ,995 ,00 ,204 -,407 ,409
,217 ,643 -,684 103 ,496 -,12 ,171 -,457 ,223
-,632 57,511 ,530 -,12 ,185 -,488 ,254
,012 ,911 -,540 103 ,591 -,09 ,168 -,424 ,242
-,512 61,558 ,611 -,09 ,177 -,444 ,263
1,242 ,268 1,835 103 ,069 ,29 ,157 -,023 ,601
1,869 74,739 ,066 ,29 ,154 -,019 ,596
,806 ,371 ,527 103 ,599 ,10 ,192 -,280 ,483
,557 82,746 ,579 ,10 ,182 -,261 ,464
,486 ,487 1,447 102 ,151 ,27 ,189 -,102 ,649
1,482 73,117 ,143 ,27 ,185 -,094 ,642
3,760 ,055 ,625 102 ,533 ,09 ,152 -,206 ,395
,587 60,035 ,559 ,09 ,161 -,228 ,418
1,589 ,210 -1,045 102 ,299 -,18 ,174 -,526 ,163
-,977 57,377 ,333 -,18 ,186 -,553 ,190
,593 ,443 -,564 101 ,574 -,09 ,163 -,414 ,231
-,552 70,030 ,583 -,09 ,166 -,423 ,240
3,625 ,060 ,576 102 ,566 ,09 ,164 -,231 ,419
,609 86,911 ,544 ,09 ,155 -,214 ,403
,000 ,992 ,040 101 ,968 ,01 ,144 -,279 ,291
,039 65,752 ,969 ,01 ,148 -,290 ,302
,352 ,554 -,006 91 ,995 ,00 ,206 -,411 ,409
-,005 38,760 ,996 ,00 ,218 -,443 ,440
,418 ,520 ,496 84 ,621 ,08 ,171 -,255 ,424
,456 37,924 ,651 ,08 ,185 -,291 ,460
,610 ,437 3,108 79 ,003 ,57 ,183 ,205 ,935
2,912 39,946 ,006 ,57 ,196 ,174 ,966
,480 ,491 2,471 72 ,016 ,60 ,244 ,116 1,088
2,365 33,723 ,024 ,60 ,255 ,085 1,120
,030 ,862 1,260 93 ,211 ,30 ,235 -,171 ,764
1,269 60,546 ,209 ,30 ,234 -,171 ,764
,269 ,614 -,088 11 ,932 -27272,68 311113,92 -712030 657484,4
-,168 5,437 ,872 -27272,68 161858,94 -433485 378939,6
,460 ,512 1,358 11 ,202 ,0838 ,06171 -,05199 ,21965
1,067 1,201 ,455 ,0838 ,07853 -,59439 ,76204
, , -,493 9 ,634 -,1660 ,33654 -,92730 ,59530
, , , -,1660 , , ,
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitment
The extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competence
and what it stands forIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
vision
How well the Middle
Management shares the
vision
How well the Lower
Management shares the
vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
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T-Test 
Group Statistics
32 1,22 ,420 ,074
76 1,38 ,489 ,056
30 3,77 ,935 ,171
72 4,01 ,722 ,085
30 3,90 ,960 ,175
72 4,21 ,821 ,097
30 4,07 ,691 ,126
72 4,26 ,671 ,079
30 3,73 ,944 ,172
72 4,11 ,897 ,106
30 3,70 1,088 ,199
72 4,10 ,922 ,109
30 3,90 ,995 ,182
72 4,15 ,744 ,088
30 3,77 ,898 ,164
72 4,29 ,721 ,085
30 3,80 ,714 ,130
72 3,88 ,786 ,093
30 3,93 ,828 ,151
72 3,90 ,981 ,116
29 3,97 ,865 ,161
72 3,96 ,911 ,107
30 4,00 ,788 ,144
71 4,14 ,703 ,083
29 3,52 ,986 ,183
72 3,74 ,731 ,086
30 3,73 ,785 ,143
70 3,87 ,797 ,095
30 3,67 ,711 ,130
71 3,77 ,831 ,099
28 4,43 1,103 ,208
71 4,83 ,414 ,049
23 4,52 ,790 ,165
67 4,40 ,922 ,113
15 4,27 ,884 ,228
72 4,56 ,669 ,079
17 3,94 ,966 ,234
65 3,92 ,756 ,094
13 3,38 1,044 ,290
62 3,44 ,967 ,123
25 3,12 1,166 ,233
67 3,33 1,036 ,127
4 350000,0 699999,97235 350000,0
9 22222,34 66666,62296 22222,21
2 ,1396 ,01471 ,01040
8 ,1159 ,06517 ,02304
3 ,0900 ,01732 ,01000
10 ,1083 ,09511 ,03007
2 ,0950 ,03536 ,02500
9 ,2244 ,33967 ,11322
Top Management
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the companyThe extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and cultureThe extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high idealsThe extent the vision
clarify the company's
purposeThe extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm andThe extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, itsIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)The extent the vision fits
the business
environmentHow well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profitsHow the vision has
influenced the
company's salesHow well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
visionHow well the Middle
Management shares the
visionHow well the Lower
Management shares the
visionHow well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
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Independent Samples Test
14,778 ,000 -1,644 106 ,103 -,16 ,099 -,359 ,033
-1,750 67,408 ,085 -,16 ,093 -,349 ,023
4,041 ,047 -1,441 100 ,153 -,25 ,172 -,588 ,093
-1,296 44,070 ,202 -,25 ,191 -,632 ,137
,291 ,591 -1,643 100 ,104 -,31 ,188 -,681 ,064
-1,541 47,590 ,130 -,31 ,200 -,711 ,094
1,579 ,212 -1,340 100 ,183 -,20 ,147 -,489 ,095
-1,324 52,908 ,191 -,20 ,149 -,496 ,102
,094 ,760 -1,908 100 ,059 -,38 ,198 -,771 ,015
-1,868 51,896 ,067 -,38 ,202 -,784 ,028
1,176 ,281 -1,879 100 ,063 -,40 ,211 -,817 ,022
-1,755 47,229 ,086 -,40 ,226 -,852 ,058
,707 ,402 -1,410 100 ,162 -,25 ,179 -,608 ,103
-1,253 43,142 ,217 -,25 ,202 -,659 ,154
,020 ,887 -3,113 100 ,002 -,53 ,169 -,860 -,190
-2,844 45,333 ,007 -,53 ,185 -,897 -,153
,434 ,512 -,451 100 ,653 -,08 ,166 -,405 ,255
-,469 59,462 ,641 -,08 ,160 -,395 ,245
1,733 ,191 ,150 100 ,881 ,03 ,204 -,374 ,435
,161 63,934 ,873 ,03 ,190 -,350 ,411
,261 ,611 ,036 99 ,971 ,01 ,198 -,385 ,399
,037 54,290 ,970 ,01 ,193 -,380 ,395
,051 ,821 -,887 99 ,377 -,14 ,159 -,456 ,174
-,847 49,474 ,401 -,14 ,166 -,475 ,193
2,900 ,092 -1,226 99 ,223 -,22 ,179 -,573 ,135
-1,081 40,984 ,286 -,22 ,202 -,628 ,190
,043 ,837 -,797 98 ,427 -,14 ,173 -,482 ,206
-,802 55,726 ,426 -,14 ,172 -,483 ,207
1,570 ,213 -,621 99 ,536 -,11 ,174 -,453 ,237
-,662 63,411 ,510 -,11 ,163 -,434 ,218
21,058 ,000 -2,653 97 ,009 -,40 ,152 -,704 -,101
-1,879 30,040 ,070 -,40 ,214 -,840 ,035
1,002 ,320 ,552 88 ,583 ,12 ,215 -,309 ,547
,595 44,156 ,555 ,12 ,200 -,283 ,521
1,112 ,295 -1,436 85 ,155 -,29 ,201 -,689 ,111
-1,197 17,494 ,247 -,29 ,241 -,797 ,219
2,814 ,097 ,083 80 ,934 ,02 ,219 -,417 ,453
,072 21,401 ,944 ,02 ,252 -,506 ,543
,263 ,610 -,197 73 ,844 -,06 ,299 -,655 ,537
-,187 16,602 ,854 -,06 ,315 -,724 ,606
,351 ,555 -,829 90 ,409 -,21 ,251 -,707 ,291
-,785 38,973 ,437 -,21 ,265 -,745 ,328
18,457 ,001 1,474 11 ,168 327777,70 222316,89 -161538 817093,9
,935 3,024 ,418 327777,70 350704,74 -783282 1438837
,786 ,401 ,490 8 ,637 ,0237 ,04837 -,08782 ,13527
,938 7,859 ,376 ,0237 ,02528 -,03475 ,08220
1,953 ,190 -,322 11 ,754 -,0183 ,05684 -,14339 ,10681
-,577 10,521 ,576 -,0183 ,03169 -,08844 ,05186
1,850 ,207 -,517 9 ,618 -,1294 ,25052 -,69616 ,43727
-1,116 8,635 ,294 -,1294 ,11595 -,39345 ,13456
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitment
The extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competence
and what it stands forIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
vision
How well the Middle
Management shares the
vision
How well the Lower
Management shares the
vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
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Group Statistics
62 1,34 ,477 ,061
45 1,33 ,477 ,071
59 3,76 ,837 ,109
42 4,17 ,660 ,102
59 3,86 ,899 ,117
42 4,48 ,671 ,104
59 4,10 ,759 ,099
42 4,31 ,517 ,080
59 3,86 ,937 ,122
42 4,19 ,862 ,133
59 3,86 1,074 ,140
42 4,14 ,843 ,130
59 3,95 ,899 ,117
42 4,26 ,701 ,108
59 3,98 ,820 ,107
42 4,38 ,731 ,113
59 3,80 ,738 ,096
42 3,88 ,772 ,119
59 3,78 ,966 ,126
42 4,07 ,867 ,134
58 3,86 ,888 ,117
42 4,07 ,894 ,138
59 4,00 ,766 ,100
41 4,24 ,663 ,103
58 3,67 ,803 ,105
42 3,67 ,846 ,131
57 3,82 ,805 ,107
42 3,81 ,773 ,119
57 3,77 ,824 ,109
43 3,65 ,720 ,110
56 4,63 ,843 ,113
42 4,83 ,437 ,067
50 4,44 ,837 ,118
38 4,39 ,974 ,158
47 4,49 ,718 ,105
38 4,47 ,687 ,111
40 3,75 ,809 ,128
41 4,05 ,705 ,110
36 3,26 ,967 ,161
37 3,49 ,870 ,143
51 3,25 1,181 ,165
40 3,30 ,939 ,148
9 155555,7 466666,61975 155555,5
3 ,0297 ,01845 ,01065
6 ,1099 ,04329 ,01767
4 ,1367 ,08113 ,04057
8 ,0963 ,06823 ,02412
5 ,1106 ,11251 ,05032
6 ,1600 ,21194 ,08653
5 ,2540 ,41753 ,18672
Middle Management
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the companyThe extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and cultureThe extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high idealsThe extent the vision
clarify the company's
purposeThe extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm andThe extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, itsIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)The extent the vision fits
the business
environmentHow well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profitsHow the vision has
influenced the
company's salesHow well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
visionHow well the Middle
Management shares the
visionHow well the Lower
Management shares the
visionHow well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
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,013 ,908 ,058 105 ,954 ,01 ,093 -,180 ,191
,058 95,011 ,954 ,01 ,093 -,180 ,191
1,460 ,230 -2,603 99 ,011 -,40 ,155 -,712 -,096
-2,709 97,932 ,008 -,40 ,149 -,700 -,108
1,082 ,301 -3,729 99 ,000 -,61 ,164 -,937 -,286
-3,913 98,748 ,000 -,61 ,156 -,922 -,302
1,055 ,307 -1,538 99 ,127 -,21 ,135 -,476 ,060
-1,636 98,853 ,105 -,21 ,127 -,460 ,044
,031 ,861 -1,781 99 ,078 -,33 ,183 -,689 ,037
-1,807 92,634 ,074 -,33 ,180 -,685 ,032
1,970 ,164 -1,400 99 ,165 -,28 ,199 -,673 ,116
-1,458 97,998 ,148 -,28 ,191 -,657 ,101
,042 ,839 -1,884 99 ,063 -,31 ,166 -,642 ,017
-1,963 98,132 ,052 -,31 ,159 -,629 ,003
1,109 ,295 -2,513 99 ,014 -,40 ,158 -,712 -,084
-2,562 94,016 ,012 -,40 ,155 -,706 -,090
,017 ,897 -,556 99 ,580 -,08 ,152 -,386 ,217
-,551 85,984 ,583 -,08 ,153 -,388 ,220
,012 ,912 -1,560 99 ,122 -,29 ,187 -,663 ,079
-1,589 93,764 ,115 -,29 ,184 -,656 ,073
,224 ,637 -1,161 98 ,249 -,21 ,180 -,567 ,149
-1,159 88,106 ,250 -,21 ,181 -,568 ,150
,013 ,910 -1,654 98 ,101 -,24 ,147 -,537 ,049
-1,698 93,282 ,093 -,24 ,144 -,529 ,041
,036 ,850 ,035 98 ,973 ,01 ,166 -,324 ,336
,034 85,734 ,973 ,01 ,168 -,328 ,339
,037 ,849 ,093 97 ,926 ,02 ,161 -,304 ,334
,094 90,423 ,925 ,02 ,160 -,303 ,333
,771 ,382 ,765 98 ,446 ,12 ,158 -,192 ,434
,780 95,840 ,437 ,12 ,155 -,187 ,428
6,839 ,010 -1,459 96 ,148 -,21 ,143 -,492 ,075
-1,586 86,555 ,116 -,21 ,131 -,469 ,053
,396 ,531 ,234 86 ,815 ,05 ,193 -,339 ,430
,229 72,867 ,819 ,05 ,197 -,348 ,439
,113 ,737 ,102 83 ,919 ,02 ,154 -,290 ,321
,102 80,637 ,919 ,02 ,153 -,289 ,320
4,522 ,037 -1,773 79 ,080 -,30 ,168 -,634 ,037
-1,770 77,016 ,081 -,30 ,169 -,635 ,037
,295 ,589 -1,034 71 ,304 -,22 ,215 -,652 ,206
-1,033 69,761 ,305 -,22 ,215 -,652 ,207
2,454 ,121 -,197 89 ,844 -,05 ,228 -,499 ,409
-,203 88,975 ,840 -,05 ,222 -,487 ,396
1,633 ,230 ,559 10 ,588 155555,65 278266,21 -464460 775571,4
1,000 8,000 ,347 155555,65 155555,54 -203156 514267,4
1,255 ,295 -,690 8 ,509 -,0269 ,03894 -,11668 ,06292
-,608 4,157 ,575 -,0269 ,04425 -,14793 ,09416
,986 ,342 -,289 11 ,778 -,0143 ,04959 -,12347 ,09481
-,257 5,873 ,806 -,0143 ,05580 -,15159 ,12293
1,670 ,228 -,485 9 ,639 -,0940 ,19380 -,53241 ,34441
-,457 5,692 ,665 -,0940 ,20580 -,60424 ,41624
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitment
The extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competence
and what it stands forIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
vision
How well the Middle
Management shares the
vision
How well the Lower
Management shares the
vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
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Group Statistics
86 1,35 ,479 ,052
19 1,21 ,419 ,096
82 3,88 ,807 ,089
17 4,18 ,728 ,176
82 4,06 ,894 ,099
17 4,41 ,712 ,173
82 4,16 ,711 ,079
17 4,35 ,493 ,119
82 3,88 ,935 ,103
17 4,59 ,618 ,150
82 3,93 1,016 ,112
17 4,18 ,883 ,214
82 4,05 ,859 ,095
17 4,24 ,664 ,161
82 4,10 ,811 ,090
17 4,35 ,786 ,191
82 3,80 ,761 ,084
17 4,00 ,707 ,171
82 3,78 ,943 ,104
17 4,47 ,624 ,151
81 3,93 ,891 ,099
17 4,00 ,935 ,227
81 4,09 ,745 ,083
17 4,18 ,636 ,154
81 3,58 ,849 ,094
17 4,00 ,500 ,121
80 3,76 ,783 ,088
17 4,06 ,827 ,201
81 3,75 ,767 ,085
17 3,59 ,870 ,211
80 4,71 ,732 ,082
16 4,75 ,577 ,144
71 4,42 ,856 ,102
16 4,44 1,094 ,273
67 4,49 ,683 ,083
17 4,47 ,800 ,194
62 3,87 ,778 ,099
17 3,94 ,748 ,181
56 3,37 ,941 ,126
16 3,38 ,885 ,221
72 3,28 1,078 ,127
17 3,12 1,054 ,256
10 140000,1 442718,83237 140000,0
1 ,0500 , ,
9 ,1062 ,03913 ,01304
0a , , ,
11 ,1048 ,09096 ,02743
0a , , ,
9 ,2289 ,33758 ,11253
0a , , ,
Lower Management
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the companyThe extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and cultureThe extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high idealsThe extent the vision
clarify the company's
purposeThe extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm andThe extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, itsIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)The extent the vision fits
the business
environmentHow well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profitsHow the vision has
influenced the
company's salesHow well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
visionHow well the Middle
Management shares the
visionHow well the Lower
Management shares the
visionHow well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
t cannot be computed because at least one of the groups is empty.a. 
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8,374 ,005 1,162 103 ,248 ,14 ,119 -,098 ,374
1,268 29,405 ,215 ,14 ,109 -,085 ,361
,004 ,947 -1,409 97 ,162 -,30 ,212 -,719 ,122
-1,509 24,887 ,144 -,30 ,198 -,706 ,109
,205 ,652 -1,519 97 ,132 -,35 ,231 -,809 ,107
-1,763 27,568 ,089 -,35 ,199 -,759 ,057
,450 ,504 -1,073 97 ,286 -,19 ,181 -,554 ,165
-1,360 31,637 ,183 -,19 ,143 -,486 ,097
,757 ,386 -2,993 97 ,004 -,71 ,237 -1,181 -,239
-3,901 33,278 ,000 -,71 ,182 -1,080 -,340
,237 ,628 -,941 97 ,349 -,25 ,265 -,776 ,277
-1,033 25,605 ,311 -,25 ,242 -,747 ,248
,171 ,680 -,843 97 ,401 -,19 ,221 -,626 ,253
-,998 28,354 ,327 -,19 ,187 -,569 ,196
,062 ,805 -1,188 97 ,238 -,26 ,215 -,682 ,171
-1,213 23,609 ,237 -,26 ,211 -,690 ,180
1,129 ,291 -,973 97 ,333 -,20 ,200 -,593 ,203
-1,022 24,324 ,317 -,20 ,191 -,589 ,199
1,417 ,237 -2,883 97 ,005 -,69 ,239 -1,165 -,215
-3,755 33,254 ,001 -,69 ,184 -1,064 -,316
,109 ,742 -,309 96 ,758 -,07 ,240 -,550 ,402
-,299 22,515 ,768 -,07 ,248 -,587 ,439
,404 ,527 -,464 96 ,644 -,09 ,194 -,476 ,295
-,514 26,110 ,611 -,09 ,175 -,450 ,270
13,672 ,000 -1,962 96 ,053 -,42 ,214 -,844 ,005
-2,732 38,436 ,009 -,42 ,154 -,731 -,109
,007 ,936 -1,403 95 ,164 -,30 ,211 -,716 ,123
-1,354 22,519 ,189 -,30 ,219 -,750 ,157
,767 ,383 ,787 96 ,433 ,16 ,209 -,251 ,581
,724 21,527 ,477 ,16 ,228 -,308 ,638
,130 ,719 -,193 94 ,847 -,04 ,194 -,424 ,349
-,226 25,707 ,823 -,04 ,166 -,379 ,304
,158 ,692 -,060 85 ,952 -,01 ,250 -,512 ,482
-,051 19,352 ,960 -,01 ,292 -,625 ,595
,104 ,748 ,114 82 ,909 ,02 ,192 -,360 ,404
,104 22,275 ,918 ,02 ,211 -,416 ,460
1,655 ,202 -,332 77 ,741 -,07 ,211 -,491 ,351
-,340 26,320 ,737 -,07 ,207 -,494 ,354
,012 ,914 -,034 70 ,973 -,01 ,264 -,535 ,517
-,035 25,538 ,972 -,01 ,255 -,533 ,515
,088 ,767 ,553 87 ,581 ,16 ,289 -,415 ,735
,561 24,540 ,580 ,16 ,285 -,428 ,748
, , ,302 9 ,770 140000,06 464327,43 -910382 1190382
, , , 140000,06 , , ,
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitment
The extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competence
and what it stands forIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
vision
How well the Middle
Management shares the
vision
How well the Lower
Management shares the
vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
 
 153
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Group Statistics
82 1,37 ,485 ,054
30 1,23 ,430 ,079
78 3,91 ,776 ,088
28 4,00 ,816 ,154
78 4,03 ,897 ,102
28 4,29 ,763 ,144
78 4,21 ,727 ,082
28 4,14 ,525 ,099
78 3,92 ,990 ,112
28 4,25 ,585 ,111
78 4,04 ,986 ,112
28 3,86 ,970 ,183
78 4,08 ,849 ,096
28 4,14 ,756 ,143
78 4,10 ,831 ,094
28 4,25 ,752 ,142
78 3,82 ,785 ,089
28 3,89 ,685 ,130
78 3,83 ,973 ,110
28 4,25 ,752 ,142
77 4,00 ,889 ,101
28 3,82 ,983 ,186
77 4,13 ,784 ,089
28 3,96 ,576 ,109
77 3,61 ,845 ,096
28 3,82 ,772 ,146
78 3,81 ,790 ,090
26 3,85 ,784 ,154
78 3,79 ,779 ,088
27 3,56 ,801 ,154
78 4,76 ,607 ,069
25 4,64 ,907 ,181
68 4,46 ,818 ,099
25 4,40 1,041 ,208
68 4,50 ,702 ,085
20 4,55 ,759 ,170
64 3,86 ,794 ,099
19 4,21 ,787 ,181
58 3,35 ,946 ,124
17 3,71 1,047 ,254
69 3,19 1,115 ,134
27 3,63 1,006 ,194
12 133333,4 403018,87497 116341,5
1 ,0250 , ,
9 ,1062 ,03913 ,01304
1 ,2500 , ,
12 ,1044 ,08674 ,02504
2 ,0850 ,02121 ,01500
10 ,2110 ,32326 ,10222
2 ,0850 ,02121 ,01500
Other Staff
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the companyThe extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and cultureThe extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high idealsThe extent the vision
clarify the company's
purposeThe extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm andThe extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, itsIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)The extent the vision fits
the business
environmentHow well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profitsHow the vision has
influenced the
company's salesHow well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
visionHow well the Middle
Management shares the
visionHow well the Lower
Management shares the
visionHow well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
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Independent Samples Test
9,415 ,003 1,319 110 ,190 ,13 ,100 -,067 ,332
1,394 57,728 ,169 ,13 ,095 -,058 ,323
,119 ,730 -,518 104 ,606 -,09 ,173 -,433 ,254
-,505 45,666 ,616 -,09 ,178 -,447 ,268
,563 ,455 -1,366 104 ,175 -,26 ,190 -,638 ,117
-1,475 55,640 ,146 -,26 ,176 -,613 ,093
4,671 ,033 ,415 104 ,679 ,06 ,150 -,235 ,360
,483 66,080 ,631 ,06 ,129 -,195 ,320
3,577 ,061 -1,643 104 ,103 -,33 ,199 -,721 ,068
-2,075 81,019 ,041 -,33 ,158 -,640 -,014
,062 ,804 ,838 104 ,404 ,18 ,216 -,248 ,610
,844 48,395 ,403 ,18 ,215 -,250 ,613
,270 ,605 -,362 104 ,718 -,07 ,182 -,427 ,295
-,383 53,183 ,703 -,07 ,172 -,411 ,279
,006 ,940 -,825 104 ,411 -,15 ,179 -,502 ,207
-,865 52,367 ,391 -,15 ,170 -,489 ,194
1,231 ,270 -,432 104 ,667 -,07 ,168 -,405 ,260
-,461 54,233 ,647 -,07 ,157 -,387 ,243
,651 ,421 -2,055 104 ,042 -,42 ,203 -,819 -,015
-2,318 61,436 ,024 -,42 ,180 -,776 -,057
1,746 ,189 ,885 103 ,378 ,18 ,202 -,222 ,579
,844 44,034 ,403 ,18 ,212 -,248 ,605
8,180 ,005 1,021 103 ,310 ,17 ,162 -,156 ,487
1,176 65,098 ,244 ,17 ,141 -,116 ,447
,611 ,436 -1,157 103 ,250 -,21 ,182 -,573 ,151
-1,207 52,132 ,233 -,21 ,175 -,562 ,140
,032 ,859 -,215 102 ,830 -,04 ,179 -,393 ,316
-,216 43,182 ,830 -,04 ,178 -,397 ,320
,080 ,778 1,366 103 ,175 ,24 ,175 -,108 ,587
1,348 44,225 ,185 ,24 ,178 -,118 ,597
2,294 ,133 ,734 101 ,465 ,12 ,159 -,198 ,431
,600 31,179 ,553 ,12 ,194 -,279 ,512
,443 ,507 ,271 91 ,787 ,06 ,206 -,354 ,466
,242 35,492 ,810 ,06 ,231 -,412 ,524
,035 ,853 -,275 86 ,784 -,05 ,182 -,411 ,311
-,263 29,229 ,794 -,05 ,190 -,438 ,338
,098 ,755 -1,696 81 ,094 -,35 ,207 -,763 ,061
-1,704 29,741 ,099 -,35 ,206 -,772 ,070
,086 ,770 -1,319 73 ,191 -,35 ,267 -,885 ,180
-1,247 24,188 ,224 -,35 ,283 -,935 ,231
,345 ,558 -1,790 94 ,077 -,44 ,247 -,931 ,048
-1,873 52,396 ,067 -,44 ,236 -,914 ,031
, , ,318 11 ,757 133333,41 419475,34 -789926 1056592
, , , 133333,41 , , ,
, , -3,485 8 ,008 -,1438 ,04125 -,23888 -,04864
, , , -,1438 , , ,
,820 ,383 ,305 12 ,765 ,0194 ,06360 -,11916 ,15798
,665 8,405 ,524 ,0194 ,02919 -,04734 ,08616
1,713 ,220 ,530 10 ,607 ,1260 ,23761 -,40342 ,65542
1,220 9,353 ,253 ,1260 ,10332 -,10639 ,35839
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitment
The extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competence
and what it stands forIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
vision
How well the Middle
Management shares the
vision
How well the Lower
Management shares the
vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
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Group Statistics
76 1,32 ,468 ,054
36 1,36 ,487 ,081
72 3,82 ,828 ,098
33 4,24 ,561 ,098
72 4,03 ,872 ,103
33 4,30 ,810 ,141
72 4,13 ,691 ,081
33 4,36 ,603 ,105
72 4,00 ,934 ,110
33 4,03 ,883 ,154
72 3,90 1,090 ,128
33 4,12 ,696 ,121
72 4,07 ,877 ,103
33 4,12 ,696 ,121
72 4,11 ,848 ,100
33 4,24 ,708 ,123
72 3,86 ,718 ,085
33 3,79 ,857 ,149
72 3,93 ,893 ,105
33 3,94 1,029 ,179
71 3,82 ,976 ,116
33 4,18 ,727 ,127
71 4,04 ,764 ,091
33 4,15 ,667 ,116
71 3,56 ,874 ,104
33 3,79 ,740 ,129
71 3,76 ,765 ,091
32 3,94 ,840 ,148
71 3,69 ,785 ,093
33 3,88 ,820 ,143
71 4,76 ,597 ,071
31 4,61 ,882 ,158
62 4,52 ,784 ,100
31 4,29 1,039 ,187
57 4,56 ,708 ,094
30 4,43 ,728 ,133
52 3,96 ,816 ,113
30 3,90 ,803 ,147
49 3,39 ,953 ,136
26 3,52 1,025 ,201
63 3,37 1,168 ,147
33 3,27 ,876 ,152
5 ,0988 ,13674 ,06115
7 228571,5 521901,23532 197260,1
5 ,0874 ,04140 ,01851
4 ,1600 ,06377 ,03189
6 ,1121 ,09665 ,03946
7 ,0971 ,07675 ,02901
7 ,2771 ,36495 ,13794
4 ,0675 ,11644 ,05822
Consultants
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the companyThe extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and cultureThe extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high idealsThe extent the vision
clarify the company's
purposeThe extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm andThe extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, itsIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)The extent the vision fits
the business
environmentHow well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profitsHow the vision has
influenced the
company's salesHow well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
visionHow well the Middle
Management shares the
visionHow well the Lower
Management shares the
visionHow well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
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Independent Samples Test
,803 ,372 -,472 110 ,638 -,05 ,096 -,235 ,145
-,466 66,363 ,643 -,05 ,097 -,240 ,149
2,382 ,126 -2,665 103 ,009 -,42 ,159 -,738 -,108
-3,065 88,199 ,003 -,42 ,138 -,697 -,149
,060 ,806 -1,535 103 ,128 -,28 ,179 -,631 ,080
-1,578 66,573 ,119 -,28 ,174 -,623 ,073
,358 ,551 -1,708 103 ,091 -,24 ,140 -,516 ,038
-1,796 70,559 ,077 -,24 ,133 -,504 ,026
,063 ,802 -,157 103 ,876 -,03 ,193 -,413 ,353
-,160 65,481 ,873 -,03 ,189 -,408 ,347
6,375 ,013 -1,055 103 ,294 -,22 ,207 -,629 ,192
-1,237 91,949 ,219 -,22 ,177 -,569 ,132
,543 ,463 -,298 103 ,766 -,05 ,174 -,396 ,292
-,325 77,112 ,746 -,05 ,159 -,369 ,265
,001 ,970 -,774 103 ,441 -,13 ,170 -,468 ,205
-,827 73,572 ,411 -,13 ,159 -,448 ,185
2,071 ,153 ,456 103 ,649 ,07 ,161 -,245 ,392
,427 53,404 ,671 ,07 ,172 -,271 ,417
1,915 ,169 -,045 103 ,964 -,01 ,197 -,400 ,382
-,043 54,970 ,966 -,01 ,208 -,425 ,408
2,858 ,094 -1,914 102 ,058 -,36 ,191 -,743 ,013
-2,128 81,797 ,036 -,36 ,172 -,706 -,024
,267 ,607 -,706 102 ,482 -,11 ,155 -,416 ,198
-,742 70,876 ,461 -,11 ,147 -,403 ,185
1,600 ,209 -1,277 102 ,204 -,22 ,176 -,573 ,124
-1,358 72,943 ,179 -,22 ,165 -,554 ,105
,376 ,541 -1,054 101 ,294 -,18 ,168 -,510 ,156
-1,017 55,076 ,314 -,18 ,174 -,526 ,172
,081 ,776 -1,124 102 ,264 -,19 ,168 -,521 ,144
-1,107 60,115 ,273 -,19 ,170 -,530 ,152
3,740 ,056 ,987 100 ,326 ,15 ,150 -,149 ,444
,851 42,455 ,400 ,15 ,174 -,203 ,498
2,724 ,102 1,172 91 ,244 ,23 ,193 -,157 ,609
1,068 47,609 ,291 ,23 ,212 -,200 ,651
,015 ,904 ,795 85 ,429 ,13 ,161 -,192 ,449
,788 57,632 ,434 ,13 ,163 -,197 ,454
,461 ,499 ,331 80 ,742 ,06 ,186 -,309 ,432
,332 61,418 ,741 ,06 ,185 -,309 ,432
,021 ,885 -,554 73 ,581 -,13 ,237 -,605 ,342
-,542 47,979 ,591 -,13 ,243 -,620 ,357
5,396 ,022 ,399 94 ,691 ,09 ,232 -,367 ,552
,436 82,466 ,664 ,09 ,212 -,329 ,514
3,843 ,078 -,966 10 ,357 -228571,4 236712,15 -755999 298856,1
-1,159 6,000 ,291 -228571,4 197260,13 -711250 254106,7
,317 ,591 -2,074 7 ,077 -,0726 ,03500 -,15536 ,01016
-1,969 4,942 ,107 -,0726 ,03687 -,16771 ,02251
,222 ,647 ,312 11 ,761 ,0150 ,04805 -,09075 ,12076
,306 9,543 ,766 ,0150 ,04897 -,09483 ,12484
3,799 ,083 1,095 9 ,302 ,2096 ,19146 -,22348 ,64277
1,400 7,831 ,200 ,2096 ,14972 -,13692 ,55620
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitment
The extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competence
and what it stands forIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
vision
How well the Middle
Management shares the
vision
How well the Lower
Management shares the
vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
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T-Test 
Group Statistics
74 1,27 ,447 ,052
41 1,46 ,505 ,079
69 3,97 ,804 ,097
39 3,74 ,966 ,155
69 4,07 ,896 ,108
39 4,10 ,821 ,131
69 4,22 ,704 ,085
39 4,18 ,644 ,103
69 4,00 ,955 ,115
39 4,00 ,858 ,137
69 3,99 1,091 ,131
39 3,97 ,743 ,119
69 4,00 ,857 ,103
39 4,26 ,715 ,115
69 4,07 ,863 ,104
39 4,26 ,677 ,108
69 3,96 ,794 ,096
39 3,67 ,701 ,112
69 3,93 ,944 ,114
39 3,97 ,903 ,145
68 4,04 ,905 ,110
39 3,82 ,942 ,151
68 4,18 ,752 ,091
39 3,97 ,707 ,113
68 3,59 ,851 ,103
39 3,82 ,854 ,137
70 3,83 ,834 ,100
36 3,78 ,681 ,113
70 3,74 ,829 ,099
37 3,81 ,776 ,128
68 4,72 ,750 ,091
35 4,71 ,572 ,097
58 4,45 ,820 ,108
35 4,43 ,979 ,165
54 4,52 ,693 ,094
35 4,60 ,812 ,137
52 4,00 ,816 ,113
32 3,97 ,933 ,165
46 3,38 ,926 ,137
31 3,68 1,194 ,214
61 3,39 1,069 ,137
38 3,26 1,178 ,191
6 ,1367 ,13352 ,05451
6 266666,7 560951,53740 229007,5
3 ,0967 ,06110 ,03528
6 ,1312 ,06469 ,02641
7 ,1343 ,10130 ,03829
8 ,0766 ,03549 ,01255
4 ,2100 ,22760 ,11380
9 ,1744 ,31820 ,10607
Customers
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the companyThe extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and cultureThe extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high idealsThe extent the vision
clarify the company's
purposeThe extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm andThe extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, itsIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)The extent the vision fits
the business
environmentHow well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profitsHow the vision has
influenced the
company's salesHow well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
visionHow well the Middle
Management shares the
visionHow well the Lower
Management shares the
visionHow well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
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Independent Samples Test
10,062 ,002 -2,118 113 ,036 -,19 ,091 -,374 -,012
-2,045 74,602 ,044 -,19 ,094 -,381 -,005
2,646 ,107 1,312 106 ,192 ,23 ,173 -,116 ,571
1,247 67,786 ,217 ,23 ,182 -,137 ,591
,029 ,866 -,173 106 ,863 -,03 ,174 -,376 ,315
-,177 84,947 ,860 -,03 ,170 -,368 ,308
,216 ,643 ,277 106 ,782 ,04 ,137 -,233 ,309
,284 85,073 ,777 ,04 ,133 -,227 ,303
,028 ,868 ,000 106 1,000 ,00 ,185 -,366 ,366
,000 86,184 1,000 ,00 ,179 -,356 ,356
3,751 ,055 ,057 106 ,955 ,01 ,196 -,378 ,401
,063 102,234 ,950 ,01 ,177 -,340 ,363
,274 ,602 -1,581 106 ,117 -,26 ,162 -,578 ,065
-1,663 91,196 ,100 -,26 ,154 -,563 ,050
,032 ,858 -1,146 106 ,254 -,18 ,161 -,502 ,134
-1,225 95,013 ,224 -,18 ,150 -,482 ,114
,020 ,887 1,899 106 ,060 ,29 ,153 -,013 ,592
1,966 87,419 ,052 ,29 ,147 -,003 ,583
,060 ,806 -,251 106 ,802 -,05 ,186 -,416 ,322
-,255 82,002 ,800 -,05 ,184 -,413 ,319
,438 ,510 1,212 105 ,228 ,22 ,185 -,142 ,589
1,198 76,664 ,234 ,22 ,187 -,148 ,595
1,315 ,254 1,367 105 ,174 ,20 ,148 -,091 ,495
1,391 83,427 ,168 ,20 ,145 -,087 ,491
,096 ,757 -1,357 105 ,178 -,23 ,171 -,572 ,107
-1,356 78,994 ,179 -,23 ,171 -,573 ,109
3,419 ,067 ,315 104 ,753 ,05 ,161 -,269 ,370
,336 84,342 ,737 ,05 ,151 -,249 ,351
1,123 ,292 -,412 105 ,681 -,07 ,165 -,395 ,259
-,421 77,738 ,675 -,07 ,161 -,389 ,254
,010 ,919 ,044 101 ,965 ,01 ,145 -,281 ,293
,047 86,395 ,962 ,01 ,133 -,258 ,270
,362 ,549 ,104 91 ,917 ,02 ,189 -,356 ,395
,100 62,253 ,921 ,02 ,197 -,375 ,414
,511 ,477 -,506 87 ,614 -,08 ,161 -,401 ,238
-,489 64,511 ,626 -,08 ,167 -,414 ,251
,003 ,953 ,161 82 ,872 ,03 ,194 -,354 ,417
,156 59,138 ,876 ,03 ,200 -,369 ,431
2,225 ,140 -1,227 75 ,224 -,30 ,242 -,779 ,185
-1,168 53,401 ,248 -,30 ,254 -,807 ,213
,062 ,804 ,567 97 ,572 ,13 ,230 -,326 ,586
,554 72,856 ,581 ,13 ,235 -,338 ,599
5,971 ,035 -1,164 10 ,271 -266666,6 229007,51 -776927 243593,9
-1,164 5,000 ,297 -266666,6 229007,51 -855349 322015,9
,004 ,950 -,766 7 ,469 -,0345 ,04503 -,14098 ,07198
-,783 4,326 ,474 -,0345 ,04407 -,15329 ,08429
7,307 ,018 1,514 13 ,154 ,0577 ,03808 -,02460 ,13995
1,431 7,286 ,194 ,0577 ,04029 -,03685 ,15220
,021 ,887 ,200 11 ,845 ,0356 ,17803 -,35628 ,42739
,229 8,166 ,825 ,0356 ,15556 -,32191 ,39303
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitment
The extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competence
and what it stands forIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
vision
How well the Middle
Management shares the
vision
How well the Lower
Management shares the
vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
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T-Test 
Group Statistics
101 1,32 ,468 ,047
12 1,42 ,515 ,149
95 3,97 ,764 ,078
11 3,73 ,905 ,273
95 4,12 ,861 ,088
11 4,00 ,894 ,270
95 4,19 ,673 ,069
11 4,18 ,751 ,226
95 3,98 ,945 ,097
11 4,36 ,505 ,152
95 3,97 1,015 ,104
11 4,09 ,701 ,211
95 4,09 ,839 ,086
11 4,09 ,701 ,211
95 4,14 ,833 ,085
11 4,18 ,603 ,182
95 3,86 ,752 ,077
11 3,55 ,820 ,247
95 3,95 ,938 ,096
11 3,91 ,944 ,285
94 3,97 ,897 ,093
11 3,73 1,104 ,333
94 4,14 ,727 ,075
11 3,64 ,674 ,203
94 3,64 ,841 ,087
11 3,73 ,905 ,273
93 3,78 ,792 ,082
11 4,00 ,775 ,234
94 3,71 ,812 ,084
11 4,00 ,632 ,191
93 4,71 ,716 ,074
10 4,80 ,422 ,133
83 4,41 ,911 ,100
10 4,70 ,483 ,153
77 4,55 ,717 ,082
10 4,30 ,675 ,213
74 3,97 ,810 ,094
8 3,63 ,744 ,263
67 3,46 ,988 ,121
8 3,25 ,886 ,313
86 3,34 1,080 ,117
11 3,09 1,221 ,368
11 145454,6 420389,39909 126752,2
1 ,3000 , ,
8 ,1221 ,06583 ,02327
1 ,1000 , ,
11 ,1157 ,08359 ,02520
2 ,0400 ,05657 ,04000
10 ,2010 ,32518 ,10283
1 ,2000 , ,
Competitors
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the companyThe extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and cultureThe extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high idealsThe extent the vision
clarify the company's
purposeThe extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm andThe extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, itsIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)The extent the vision fits
the business
environmentHow well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profitsHow the vision has
influenced the
company's salesHow well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
visionHow well the Middle
Management shares the
visionHow well the Lower
Management shares the
visionHow well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
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Independent Samples Test
1,118 ,293 -,692 111 ,490 -,10 ,144 -,386 ,186
-,641 13,247 ,532 -,10 ,156 -,436 ,236
3,023 ,085 ,972 104 ,333 ,24 ,248 -,251 ,733
,850 11,713 ,412 ,24 ,284 -,379 ,861
,114 ,736 ,421 104 ,675 ,12 ,275 -,430 ,662
,408 12,247 ,690 ,12 ,284 -,501 ,733
,365 ,547 ,035 104 ,972 ,01 ,217 -,422 ,438
,032 11,937 ,975 ,01 ,237 -,508 ,524
,981 ,324 -1,324 104 ,188 -,38 ,290 -,961 ,191
-2,132 19,435 ,046 -,38 ,180 -,762 -,008
1,634 ,204 -,389 104 ,698 -,12 ,315 -,747 ,502
-,520 15,358 ,610 -,12 ,236 -,624 ,379
,404 ,527 ,015 104 ,988 ,00 ,263 -,518 ,526
,017 13,555 ,987 ,00 ,228 -,487 ,495
,993 ,321 -,174 104 ,863 -,04 ,259 -,559 ,469
-,224 14,830 ,826 -,04 ,201 -,474 ,384
,379 ,540 1,314 104 ,192 ,32 ,242 -,162 ,797
1,226 12,032 ,244 ,32 ,259 -,247 ,882
,002 ,963 ,128 104 ,898 ,04 ,299 -,555 ,631
,127 12,401 ,901 ,04 ,300 -,614 ,691
1,438 ,233 ,822 103 ,413 ,24 ,293 -,340 ,822
,697 11,600 ,499 ,24 ,345 -,515 ,996
,005 ,942 2,180 103 ,031 ,50 ,230 ,045 ,958
2,316 12,884 ,038 ,50 ,217 ,033 ,970
,038 ,847 -,330 103 ,742 -,09 ,270 -,624 ,446
-,311 12,110 ,761 -,09 ,286 -,712 ,534
1,039 ,310 -,853 102 ,395 -,22 ,252 -,715 ,285
-,869 12,605 ,401 -,22 ,248 -,752 ,321
6,540 ,012 -1,133 103 ,260 -,29 ,254 -,790 ,216
-1,379 14,168 ,189 -,29 ,208 -,733 ,159
,660 ,419 -,391 101 ,697 -,09 ,231 -,549 ,368
-,592 15,302 ,563 -,09 ,153 -,415 ,234
3,611 ,061 -,988 91 ,326 -,29 ,294 -,874 ,294
-1,590 18,006 ,129 -,29 ,183 -,674 ,093
,062 ,804 1,024 85 ,309 ,25 ,240 -,231 ,722
1,074 11,803 ,304 ,25 ,229 -,253 ,744
,049 ,825 1,162 80 ,249 ,35 ,300 -,248 ,944
1,245 8,897 ,245 ,35 ,279 -,285 ,981
,881 ,351 ,561 73 ,577 ,21 ,366 -,524 ,935
,611 9,207 ,556 ,21 ,336 -,552 ,962
,033 ,857 ,702 95 ,485 ,25 ,351 -,450 ,943
,638 12,089 ,535 ,25 ,386 -,594 1,087
, , ,331 10 ,747 145454,33 439082,41 -832882 1123791
, , , 145454,33 , , ,
, , ,317 7 ,761 ,0221 ,06982 -,14297 ,18722
, , , ,0221 , , ,
,181 ,678 1,209 11 ,252 ,0757 ,06265 -,06218 ,21362
1,602 1,921 ,255 ,0757 ,04728 -,13589 ,28733
, , ,003 9 ,998 ,0010 ,34105 -,77052 ,77252
, , , ,0010 , , ,
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitment
The extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competence
and what it stands forIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
vision
How well the Middle
Management shares the
vision
How well the Lower
Management shares the
vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
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T-Test 
Group Statistics
98 1,33 ,471 ,048
14 1,36 ,497 ,133
92 3,98 ,726 ,076
13 3,62 1,044 ,290
92 4,15 ,851 ,089
13 3,69 ,855 ,237
92 4,20 ,683 ,071
13 4,08 ,641 ,178
92 4,01 ,871 ,091
13 4,00 1,225 ,340
92 4,01 ,989 ,103
13 3,69 ,947 ,263
92 4,11 ,777 ,081
13 3,92 1,115 ,309
92 4,15 ,769 ,080
13 4,00 1,080 ,300
92 3,89 ,733 ,076
13 3,31 ,751 ,208
92 3,95 ,953 ,099
13 3,85 ,801 ,222
91 3,96 ,930 ,097
13 3,77 ,832 ,231
91 4,12 ,743 ,078
13 3,77 ,599 ,166
91 3,64 ,850 ,089
13 3,62 ,768 ,213
90 3,77 ,794 ,084
13 4,00 ,707 ,196
91 3,74 ,786 ,082
13 3,69 ,855 ,237
90 4,71 ,723 ,076
12 4,75 ,452 ,131
81 4,44 ,894 ,099
11 4,36 ,809 ,244
78 4,53 ,734 ,083
8 4,38 ,518 ,183
74 3,93 ,816 ,095
7 3,86 ,690 ,261
67 3,41 1,000 ,122
7 3,43 ,535 ,202
84 3,29 1,082 ,118
12 3,50 1,243 ,359
10 160000,1 440201,92740 139204,1
2 ,0195 ,00778 ,00550
7 ,1100 ,03916 ,01480
2 ,1535 ,13647 ,09650
10 ,1170 ,08807 ,02785
3 ,0610 ,05349 ,03088
9 ,1233 ,17635 ,05878
2 ,5500 ,63640 ,45000
Suppliers
>= 3
< 3
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Independent Samples Test
,177 ,675 -,226 110 ,822 -,03 ,136 -,299 ,238
-,217 16,515 ,831 -,03 ,141 -,329 ,268
3,473 ,065 1,591 103 ,115 ,36 ,228 -,089 ,815
1,213 13,688 ,246 ,36 ,299 -,280 1,006
,001 ,976 1,823 103 ,071 ,46 ,252 -,040 ,960
1,817 15,554 ,089 ,46 ,253 -,078 ,998
,578 ,449 ,591 103 ,556 ,12 ,201 -,280 ,517
,620 16,114 ,544 ,12 ,191 -,287 ,524
,713 ,400 ,040 103 ,968 ,01 ,272 -,529 ,551
,031 13,766 ,976 ,01 ,352 -,744 ,766
,434 ,512 1,092 103 ,277 ,32 ,292 -,260 ,897
1,129 15,930 ,276 ,32 ,282 -,280 ,917
,859 ,356 ,761 103 ,449 ,19 ,244 -,298 ,669
,581 13,694 ,571 ,19 ,320 -,502 ,873
,025 ,875 ,633 103 ,528 ,15 ,241 -,325 ,629
,491 13,773 ,631 ,15 ,310 -,514 ,818
,053 ,819 2,679 103 ,009 ,58 ,218 ,152 1,016
2,630 15,412 ,019 ,58 ,222 ,112 1,055
,041 ,839 ,358 103 ,721 ,10 ,278 -,451 ,650
,409 17,200 ,688 ,10 ,243 -,413 ,612
,026 ,872 ,686 102 ,494 ,19 ,272 -,354 ,727
,746 16,594 ,466 ,19 ,251 -,343 ,716
,639 ,426 1,630 102 ,106 ,35 ,216 -,076 ,779
1,916 17,736 ,072 ,35 ,184 -,034 ,738
,180 ,672 ,088 102 ,930 ,02 ,249 -,473 ,516
,095 16,501 ,925 ,02 ,231 -,466 ,510
3,442 ,066 -1,003 101 ,318 -,23 ,233 -,695 ,228
-1,094 16,694 ,289 -,23 ,213 -,684 ,217
,009 ,925 ,187 102 ,852 ,04 ,236 -,423 ,511
,175 15,048 ,863 ,04 ,251 -,491 ,579
,290 ,592 -,181 100 ,857 -,04 ,215 -,465 ,387
-,257 19,487 ,800 -,04 ,151 -,355 ,277
,013 ,909 ,284 90 ,777 ,08 ,284 -,484 ,646
,307 13,548 ,764 ,08 ,263 -,486 ,648
,958 ,330 ,565 84 ,574 ,15 ,267 -,380 ,681
,750 10,144 ,471 ,15 ,201 -,296 ,598
,317 ,575 ,236 79 ,814 ,08 ,319 -,560 ,711
,271 7,683 ,793 ,08 ,278 -,569 ,720
2,480 ,120 -,047 72 ,963 -,02 ,385 -,786 ,750
-,077 11,053 ,940 -,02 ,236 -,537 ,501
,330 ,567 -,630 94 ,530 -,21 ,340 -,889 ,461
-,567 13,488 ,580 -,21 ,378 -1,027 ,599
1,003 ,340 ,495 10 ,632 160000,10 323481,03 -560761 880760,8
1,149 9,000 ,280 160000,10 139204,07 -154901 474901,6
11,935 ,011 -,861 7 ,418 -,0435 ,05055 -,16303 ,07603
-,446 1,048 ,730 -,0435 ,09763 -1,15864 1,07164
,422 ,529 1,027 11 ,326 ,0560 ,05455 -,06403 ,17609
1,347 5,734 ,229 ,0560 ,04158 -,04688 ,15894
12,364 ,007 -2,025 9 ,074 -,4267 ,21070 -,90330 ,04997
-,940 1,034 ,515 -,4267 ,45382 -5,75925 4,90591
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitment
The extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competence
and what it stands forIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
vision
How well the Middle
Management shares the
vision
How well the Lower
Management shares the
vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
Return on sales
Return on Assets
Percentage annual
change in Sales
Percentage annual
change in Profits
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
 
 163
T-Test 
 164
Group Statistics
88 1,35 ,480 ,051
24 1,25 ,442 ,090
81 3,84 ,766 ,085
24 4,25 ,737 ,150
81 4,02 ,866 ,096
24 4,33 ,816 ,167
81 4,10 ,682 ,076
24 4,46 ,588 ,120
81 3,99 ,929 ,103
24 4,08 ,881 ,180
81 3,96 ,980 ,109
24 4,00 1,022 ,209
81 4,04 ,828 ,092
24 4,25 ,794 ,162
81 4,10 ,831 ,092
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80 4,03 ,763 ,085
24 4,25 ,608 ,124
80 3,61 ,864 ,097
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79 3,78 ,795 ,089
24 3,83 ,761 ,155
80 3,74 ,791 ,088
24 3,71 ,806 ,165
79 4,72 ,639 ,072
23 4,70 ,876 ,183
69 4,38 ,925 ,111
23 4,61 ,722 ,151
69 4,46 ,759 ,091
17 4,71 ,470 ,114
65 3,89 ,831 ,103
16 4,06 ,680 ,170
60 3,38 ,990 ,128
14 3,57 ,852 ,228
74 3,22 1,050 ,122
22 3,64 1,217 ,259
9 177777,9 463081,42845 154360,5
3 ,1333 ,14572 ,08413
4 ,1118 ,09797 ,04899
5 ,1260 ,01949 ,00872
10 ,1123 ,09344 ,02955
3 ,0767 ,02517 ,01453
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4 ,0550 ,11446 ,05723
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Independent Samples Test
4,770 ,031 ,940 110 ,350 ,10 ,109 -,113 ,318
,985 39,110 ,331 ,10 ,104 -,108 ,312
,004 ,948 -2,326 103 ,022 -,41 ,177 -,761 -,060
-2,375 38,914 ,023 -,41 ,173 -,760 -,061
,017 ,896 -1,553 103 ,123 -,31 ,199 -,703 ,085
-1,604 39,609 ,117 -,31 ,192 -,698 ,080
,516 ,474 -2,336 103 ,021 -,36 ,154 -,665 -,054
-2,532 43,008 ,015 -,36 ,142 -,646 -,073
,238 ,626 -,448 103 ,655 -,10 ,213 -,519 ,327
-,462 39,425 ,647 -,10 ,207 -,515 ,323
,036 ,849 -,161 103 ,872 -,04 ,230 -,493 ,419
-,157 36,486 ,876 -,04 ,235 -,514 ,440
,167 ,683 -1,116 103 ,267 -,21 ,191 -,591 ,165
-1,143 39,057 ,260 -,21 ,186 -,590 ,164
,091 ,764 -,803 103 ,424 -,15 ,188 -,525 ,222
-,857 41,860 ,397 -,15 ,177 -,508 ,205
1,251 ,266 -,105 103 ,917 -,02 ,177 -,369 ,332
-,100 35,081 ,921 -,02 ,186 -,396 ,359
,601 ,440 -,896 103 ,372 -,19 ,217 -,625 ,236
-,933 40,175 ,356 -,19 ,208 -,616 ,227
,039 ,845 -1,174 102 ,243 -,25 ,213 -,672 ,172
-1,188 38,553 ,242 -,25 ,210 -,676 ,176
,297 ,587 -1,323 102 ,189 -,22 ,170 -,562 ,112
-1,494 46,809 ,142 -,22 ,151 -,528 ,078
1,231 ,270 -,490 102 ,625 -,10 ,195 -,484 ,292
-,529 42,948 ,599 -,10 ,181 -,461 ,269
,350 ,556 -,264 101 ,792 -,05 ,184 -,413 ,316
-,271 39,497 ,788 -,05 ,179 -,411 ,314
,001 ,973 ,158 102 ,875 ,03 ,185 -,338 ,396
,156 37,306 ,877 ,03 ,187 -,349 ,408
,276 ,600 ,156 100 ,876 ,03 ,165 -,302 ,354
,132 29,158 ,896 ,03 ,196 -,375 ,427
1,691 ,197 -1,095 90 ,277 -,23 ,212 -,653 ,189
-1,238 47,996 ,222 -,23 ,187 -,609 ,145
4,649 ,034 -1,254 84 ,213 -,24 ,193 -,626 ,142
-1,658 39,369 ,105 -,24 ,146 -,537 ,053
1,372 ,245 -,758 79 ,451 -,17 ,225 -,617 ,277
-,856 27,206 ,400 -,17 ,199 -,578 ,238
,310 ,579 -,685 72 ,496 -,20 ,287 -,768 ,375
-,753 22,006 ,460 -,20 ,261 -,738 ,345
,657 ,420 -1,588 94 ,116 -,42 ,265 -,946 ,105
-1,465 30,899 ,153 -,42 ,287 -1,005 ,165
1,675 ,225 ,644 10 ,534 177777,73 276128,41 -437475 793030,2
1,152 8,000 ,283 177777,73 154360,48 -178178 533733,6
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-,286 3,191 ,792 -,0142 ,04976 -,16738 ,13888
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1,082 10,988 ,302 ,0356 ,03293 -,03686 ,10811
4,018 ,076 1,213 9 ,256 ,2293 ,18895 -,19814 ,65671
1,552 7,819 ,160 ,2293 ,14769 -,11266 ,57124
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Group Statistics
106 1,31 ,465 ,045
6 1,67 ,516 ,211
99 3,91 ,784 ,079
6 4,33 ,516 ,211
99 4,07 ,872 ,088
6 4,50 ,548 ,224
99 4,16 ,681 ,068
6 4,50 ,548 ,224
99 4,00 ,926 ,093
6 4,17 ,753 ,307
99 3,96 ,989 ,099
6 4,17 ,983 ,401
99 4,08 ,829 ,083
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98 3,63 ,842 ,085
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5 3,80 ,447 ,200
99 3,73 ,806 ,081
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96 4,72 ,706 ,072
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76 3,97 ,800 ,092
5 3,20 ,447 ,200
69 3,47 ,962 ,116
5 2,60 ,548 ,245
91 3,40 1,053 ,110
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,045 ,832 -1,811 110 ,073 -,36 ,196 -,744 ,034
-1,648 5,469 ,155 -,36 ,216 -,896 ,185
,177 ,675 -1,306 103 ,195 -,42 ,325 -1,069 ,220
-1,885 6,487 ,105 -,42 ,225 -,965 ,117
,615 ,435 -1,189 103 ,237 -,43 ,361 -1,146 ,287
-1,787 6,646 ,119 -,43 ,240 -1,003 ,145
,002 ,965 -1,193 103 ,236 -,34 ,284 -,901 ,224
-1,447 5,977 ,198 -,34 ,234 -,911 ,234
,063 ,802 -,432 103 ,667 -,17 ,386 -,932 ,599
-,519 5,956 ,622 -,17 ,321 -,954 ,620
,153 ,697 -,498 103 ,619 -,21 ,416 -1,031 ,617
-,501 5,631 ,636 -,21 ,414 -1,235 ,821
,026 ,872 -,247 103 ,805 -,09 ,347 -,774 ,602
-,270 5,760 ,797 -,09 ,318 -,873 ,701
,032 ,859 -,103 103 ,918 -,04 ,342 -,713 ,643
-,111 5,736 ,915 -,04 ,318 -,822 ,752
,784 ,378 ,506 103 ,614 ,16 ,319 -,472 ,795
,720 6,432 ,497 ,16 ,225 -,379 ,702
,315 ,576 -,629 103 ,531 -,25 ,393 -1,028 ,533
-,769 5,996 ,471 -,25 ,322 -1,035 ,540
,472 ,494 2,145 102 ,034 ,81 ,379 ,061 1,564
1,976 5,521 ,100 ,81 ,411 -,215 1,841
,001 ,977 -,307 102 ,759 -,10 ,310 -,710 ,519
-,301 5,601 ,774 -,10 ,316 -,882 ,692
,417 ,520 -,096 102 ,924 -,03 ,354 -,735 ,667
-,099 5,671 ,925 -,03 ,344 -,888 ,820
4,022 ,048 -,011 101 ,991 ,00 ,361 -,721 ,713
-,019 5,403 ,986 ,00 ,216 -,546 ,538
4,089 ,046 -,200 102 ,842 -,07 ,364 -,795 ,650
-,337 5,413 ,749 -,07 ,216 -,615 ,469
,001 ,976 ,177 100 ,860 ,05 ,294 -,531 ,635
,234 6,233 ,823 ,05 ,223 -,488 ,592
1,129 ,291 -,187 90 ,852 -,07 ,374 -,813 ,673
-,286 7,054 ,783 -,07 ,244 -,645 ,506
,072 ,789 1,004 84 ,318 ,33 ,330 -,325 ,986
,865 4,362 ,432 ,33 ,382 -,697 1,359
,929 ,338 2,133 79 ,036 ,77 ,363 ,052 1,496
3,516 5,845 ,013 ,77 ,220 ,232 1,316
1,719 ,194 1,993 72 ,050 ,87 ,437 ,000 1,742
3,215 5,971 ,018 ,87 ,271 ,207 1,535
,841 ,361 3,326 94 ,001 1,60 ,480 ,643 2,548
4,090 4,725 ,011 1,60 ,390 ,575 2,616
, , ,331 10 ,747 145454,58 439082,40 -832882 1123791
, , , 145454,58 , , ,
, , -,494 7 ,637 -,0341 ,06913 -,19758 ,12933
, , , -,0341 , , ,
2,855 ,119 -1,980 11 ,073 -,1134 ,05726 -,23939 ,01265
-1,113 1,076 ,456 -,1134 ,10185 -1,21062 ,98388
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Group Statistics
102 1,35 ,480 ,048
8 1,13 ,354 ,125
96 3,92 ,790 ,081
7 4,43 ,535 ,202
96 4,09 ,859 ,088
7 4,57 ,535 ,202
96 4,19 ,701 ,072
7 4,29 ,488 ,184
96 3,98 ,929 ,095
7 4,71 ,488 ,184
96 3,98 ,984 ,100
7 4,00 1,155 ,436
96 4,06 ,844 ,086
7 4,57 ,535 ,202
96 4,09 ,822 ,084
7 4,86 ,378 ,143
96 3,80 ,763 ,078
7 4,14 ,900 ,340
96 3,89 ,950 ,097
7 4,57 ,535 ,202
95 3,94 ,932 ,096
7 4,14 ,900 ,340
95 4,07 ,747 ,077
7 4,43 ,535 ,202
95 3,62 ,840 ,086
7 4,14 ,690 ,261
95 3,78 ,788 ,081
6 4,33 ,816 ,333
96 3,77 ,788 ,080
6 3,33 1,033 ,422
93 4,70 ,719 ,075
7 5,00 ,000 ,000
84 4,44 ,896 ,098
7 4,57 ,787 ,297
78 4,50 ,734 ,083
7 4,71 ,488 ,184
73 3,95 ,832 ,097
7 3,86 ,690 ,261
66 3,43 ,992 ,122
7 3,57 ,976 ,369
89 3,33 1,126 ,119
6 3,17 ,753 ,307
12 133333,4 403018,87499 116341,5
0a , , ,
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0a , , ,
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0a , , ,
11 ,2009 ,30849 ,09301
0a , , ,
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Mean
t cannot be computed because at least one of the groups is empty.a. 
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Independent Samples Test
18,100 ,000 1,312 108 ,192 ,23 ,174 -,116 ,572
1,704 9,159 ,122 ,23 ,134 -,074 ,530
,061 ,805 -1,682 101 ,096 -,51 ,304 -1,116 ,092
-2,353 8,052 ,046 -,51 ,218 -1,013 -,011
,919 ,340 -1,446 101 ,151 -,48 ,330 -1,133 ,177
-2,169 8,456 ,060 -,48 ,220 -,981 ,025
,627 ,430 -,364 101 ,717 -,10 ,270 -,634 ,437
-,497 7,928 ,633 -,10 ,198 -,555 ,359
,795 ,375 -2,067 101 ,041 -,74 ,356 -1,441 -,029
-3,545 9,547 ,006 -,74 ,207 -1,200 -,270
,282 ,597 -,053 101 ,957 -,02 ,389 -,793 ,752
-,047 6,651 ,964 -,02 ,448 -1,091 1,050
,272 ,603 -1,569 101 ,120 -,51 ,324 -1,152 ,135
-2,317 8,361 ,048 -,51 ,220 -1,012 -,006
2,408 ,124 -2,430 101 ,017 -,76 ,314 -1,386 -,140
-4,608 10,768 ,001 -,76 ,166 -1,129 -,398
,477 ,491 -1,128 101 ,262 -,34 ,302 -,940 ,258
-,977 6,644 ,363 -,34 ,349 -1,175 ,493
1,000 ,320 -1,883 101 ,063 -,69 ,364 -1,409 ,037
-3,061 9,052 ,013 -,69 ,224 -1,193 -,180
,019 ,890 -,566 100 ,573 -,21 ,364 -,929 ,517
-,583 6,983 ,578 -,21 ,353 -1,042 ,630
,169 ,682 -1,231 100 ,221 -,35 ,288 -,927 ,217
-1,642 7,842 ,140 -,35 ,216 -,855 ,145
1,105 ,296 -1,601 100 ,112 -,52 ,326 -1,168 ,125
-1,900 7,377 ,097 -,52 ,275 -1,165 ,121
,004 ,951 -1,668 99 ,098 -,55 ,332 -1,214 ,105
-1,616 5,604 ,161 -,55 ,343 -1,408 ,299
,382 ,538 1,297 100 ,198 ,44 ,337 -,232 1,107
1,019 5,370 ,352 ,44 ,429 -,643 1,518
5,319 ,023 -1,103 98 ,273 -,30 ,273 -,843 ,241
-4,038 92,000 ,000 -,30 ,075 -,449 -,153
,271 ,604 -,374 89 ,709 -,13 ,350 -,826 ,564
-,418 7,362 ,688 -,13 ,313 -,864 ,602
1,873 ,175 -,755 83 ,452 -,21 ,284 -,779 ,350
-1,059 8,658 ,318 -,21 ,202 -,675 ,246
,402 ,528 ,271 78 ,787 ,09 ,325 -,559 ,735
,316 7,774 ,760 ,09 ,278 -,557 ,733
,037 ,848 -,355 71 ,724 -,14 ,394 -,925 ,645
-,359 7,378 ,729 -,14 ,389 -1,049 ,770
2,184 ,143 ,340 93 ,734 ,16 ,468 -,770 1,088
,483 6,613 ,645 ,16 ,330 -,630 ,948
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Country
How well the vision
guide strategy
The extent the vision is
future oriented
How likely the vision
lead to a better future for
the company
The extent the vision fit
the company's history,
values and culture
The extent the vision set
standards of excellence
and reflect high ideals
The extent the vision
clarify the company's
purpose
The extent it clarify a
direction
The extent the vision is
likely to inspire
enthusiasm and
enqourage commitment
The extent the vision
reflect the uniqueness
of the organisation, its
distinctive competence
and what it stands forIs the vision easy to
communicate (clear and
simple)
The extent the vision fits
the business
environment
How well the vision has
been implemented
How the vision has
influenced the
company's profits
How the vision has
influenced the
company's sales
How well the CEO
shares the vision
How well the Board
shares the vision
How well the Top
Management shares the
vision
How well the Middle
Management shares the
vision
How well the Lower
Management shares the
vision
How well Other Staff
shares the vision
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
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5.6.2 Facilitator 
 
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
121 55 55 55 55 55 55
30 96 96 96 96 96 96
Valid
Missing
N
Was a
Facilitator
involved in
the process
Human
Science
Strategic
Management Technology Economics Other Do not know
 
Frequency Table 
Was a Facilitator involved in the process
29 19,2 24,0 24,0
27 17,9 22,3 46,3
56 37,1 46,3 92,6
9 6,0 7,4 100,0
121 80,1 100,0
30 19,9
151 100,0
Yes, an external
Yes, an internal
No
Do not know
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Human Science
44 29,1 80,0 80,0
11 7,3 20,0 100,0
55 36,4 100,0
96 63,6
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Strategic Management
32 21,2 58,2 58,2
23 15,2 41,8 100,0
55 36,4 100,0
96 63,6
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Technology
46 30,5 83,6 83,6
9 6,0 16,4 100,0
55 36,4 100,0
96 63,6
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Economics
39 25,8 70,9 70,9
16 10,6 29,1 100,0
55 36,4 100,0
96 63,6
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Other
50 33,1 90,9 90,9
5 3,3 9,1 100,0
55 36,4 100,0
96 63,6
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Do not know
50 33,1 90,9 90,9
5 3,3 9,1 100,0
55 36,4 100,0
96 63,6
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Crosstabs 
 172
Case Processing Summary
121 80,1% 30 19,9% 151 100,0%
109 72,2% 42 27,8% 151 100,0%
55 36,4% 96 63,6% 151 100,0%
51 33,8% 100 66,2% 151 100,0%
55 36,4% 96 63,6% 151 100,0%
51 33,8% 100 66,2% 151 100,0%
55 36,4% 96 63,6% 151 100,0%
51 33,8% 100 66,2% 151 100,0%
55 36,4% 96 63,6% 151 100,0%
51 33,8% 100 66,2% 151 100,0%
55 36,4% 96 63,6% 151 100,0%
51 33,8% 100 66,2% 151 100,0%
55 36,4% 96 63,6% 151 100,0%
51 33,8% 100 66,2% 151 100,0%
Was a Facilitator involved
in the process * Country
Was a Facilitator involved
in the process * SIZE2
Human Science * Country
Human Science * SIZE2
Strategic Management *
Country
Strategic Management *
SIZE2
Technology * Country
Technology * SIZE2
Economics * Country
Economics * SIZE2
Other * Country
Other * SIZE2
Do not know * Country
Do not know * SIZE2
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
Was a Facilitator involved in the process * Country 
Crosstab
19 10 29
24,1% 23,8% 24,0%
15,7% 8,3% 24,0%
23 4 27
29,1% 9,5% 22,3%
19,0% 3,3% 22,3%
34 22 56
43,0% 52,4% 46,3%
28,1% 18,2% 46,3%
3 6 9
3,8% 14,3% 7,4%
2,5% 5,0% 7,4%
79 42 121
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
65,3% 34,7% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Yes, an external
Yes, an internal
No
Do not know
Was a Facilitator
involved in the
process
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
9,289a 3 ,026
9,731 3 ,021
2,948 1 ,086
121
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (12,5%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3,12.
a. 
 
Was a Facilitator involved in the process * SIZE2 
Crosstab
8 6 12 26
30,8% 21,4% 21,8% 23,9%
7,3% 5,5% 11,0% 23,9%
4 6 16 26
15,4% 21,4% 29,1% 23,9%
3,7% 5,5% 14,7% 23,9%
11 13 24 48
42,3% 46,4% 43,6% 44,0%
10,1% 11,9% 22,0% 44,0%
3 3 3 9
11,5% 10,7% 5,5% 8,3%
2,8% 2,8% 2,8% 8,3%
26 28 55 109
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
23,9% 25,7% 50,5% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Yes, an external
Yes, an internal
No
Do not know
Was a Facilitator
involved in the
process
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,292a 6 ,771
3,344 6 ,765
,042 1 ,838
109
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,15.
a. 
 
Human Science * Country 
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Crosstab
34 10 44
81,0% 76,9% 80,0%
61,8% 18,2% 80,0%
8 3 11
19,0% 23,1% 20,0%
14,5% 5,5% 20,0%
42 13 55
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
76,4% 23,6% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Human Science
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,101b 1 ,751
,000 1 1,000
,098 1 ,754
,709 ,514
,099 1 ,753
55
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
2,60.
b. 
 
Human Science * SIZE2 
Crosstab
11 11 19 41
91,7% 84,6% 73,1% 80,4%
21,6% 21,6% 37,3% 80,4%
1 2 7 10
8,3% 15,4% 26,9% 19,6%
2,0% 3,9% 13,7% 19,6%
12 13 26 51
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
23,5% 25,5% 51,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Human Science
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
1,997a 2 ,368
2,146 2 ,342
1,929 1 ,165
51
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,35.
a. 
 
Strategic Management * Country 
Crosstab
26 6 32
61,9% 46,2% 58,2%
47,3% 10,9% 58,2%
16 7 23
38,1% 53,8% 41,8%
29,1% 12,7% 41,8%
42 13 55
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
76,4% 23,6% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Strategic Management
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,012b 1 ,314
,468 1 ,494
1,002 1 ,317
,351 ,246
,994 1 ,319
55
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
5,44.
b. 
 
Strategic Management * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
7 12 11 30
58,3% 92,3% 42,3% 58,8%
13,7% 23,5% 21,6% 58,8%
5 1 15 21
41,7% 7,7% 57,7% 41,2%
9,8% 2,0% 29,4% 41,2%
12 13 26 51
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
23,5% 25,5% 51,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Strategic Management
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
8,947a 2 ,011
10,327 2 ,006
2,126 1 ,145
51
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,94.
a. 
 
Technology * Country 
Crosstab
34 12 46
81,0% 92,3% 83,6%
61,8% 21,8% 83,6%
8 1 9
19,0% 7,7% 16,4%
14,5% 1,8% 16,4%
42 13 55
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
76,4% 23,6% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Technology
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,935b 1 ,333
,290 1 ,590
1,070 1 ,301
,669 ,311
,918 1 ,338
55
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
2,13.
b. 
 
Technology * SIZE2 
Crosstab
8 12 22 42
66,7% 92,3% 84,6% 82,4%
15,7% 23,5% 43,1% 82,4%
4 1 4 9
33,3% 7,7% 15,4% 17,6%
7,8% 2,0% 7,8% 17,6%
12 13 26 51
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
23,5% 25,5% 51,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Technology
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,010a 2 ,222
2,880 2 ,237
1,206 1 ,272
51
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,12.
a. 
 
Economics * Country 
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Crosstab
28 11 39
66,7% 84,6% 70,9%
50,9% 20,0% 70,9%
14 2 16
33,3% 15,4% 29,1%
25,5% 3,6% 29,1%
42 13 55
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
76,4% 23,6% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Economics
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,550b 1 ,213
,802 1 ,370
1,696 1 ,193
,304 ,187
1,522 1 ,217
55
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,78.
b. 
 
Economics * SIZE2 
Crosstab
6 10 20 36
50,0% 76,9% 76,9% 70,6%
11,8% 19,6% 39,2% 70,6%
6 3 6 15
50,0% 23,1% 23,1% 29,4%
11,8% 5,9% 11,8% 29,4%
12 13 26 51
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
23,5% 25,5% 51,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Economics
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
3,204a 2 ,202
3,020 2 ,221
2,344 1 ,126
51
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3,53.
a. 
 
Other * Country 
Crosstab
37 13 50
88,1% 100,0% 90,9%
67,3% 23,6% 90,9%
5 5
11,9% 9,1%
9,1% 9,1%
42 13 55
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
76,4% 23,6% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,702b 1 ,192
,567 1 ,452
2,848 1 ,091
,324 ,245
1,671 1 ,196
55
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
2 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
1,18.
b. 
 
Other * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
12 11 23 46
100,0% 84,6% 88,5% 90,2%
23,5% 21,6% 45,1% 90,2%
2 3 5
15,4% 11,5% 9,8%
3,9% 5,9% 9,8%
12 13 26 51
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
23,5% 25,5% 51,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Other
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,851a 2 ,396
2,958 2 ,228
,860 1 ,354
51
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,18.
a. 
 
Do not know * Country 
Crosstab
39 11 50
92,9% 84,6% 90,9%
70,9% 20,0% 90,9%
3 2 5
7,1% 15,4% 9,1%
5,5% 3,6% 9,1%
42 13 55
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
76,4% 23,6% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Do not
know
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
 181
Chi-Square Tests
,816b 1 ,366
,123 1 ,725
,733 1 ,392
,582 ,337
,801 1 ,371
55
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
2 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
1,18.
b. 
 
Do not know * SIZE2 
Crosstab
12 8 26 46
100,0% 61,5% 100,0% 90,2%
23,5% 15,7% 51,0% 90,2%
5 5
38,5% 9,8%
9,8% 9,8%
12 13 26 51
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
23,5% 25,5% 51,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Do not
know
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
16,204a 2 ,000
15,394 2 ,000
,611 1 ,434
51
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,18.
a. 
 
 
 
6 – How was the vision developed? 
 
Case Summaries How the vision was developed 
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1   Expansion 
10   
Genom kontakt med kunderna, fackföreningarna inom industrin, 
erfarenheter……. 
58   Anlitade ett image-design företag som utförde intervjuer, om vad de stod för- 
84   Ändrat marknadsinriktning 
102   Se separat enkät samling 
109   We are just look on market and see on the trends of customers, what they wan 
111   Consultation with stakeholders especially staff 
112   Crisis. Directors involvment in strategy course for small business formation 
114   Offord opportonity to organie new events, developed budget, appointing new s 
116   Consutation with staff, committee members, volunteers and service users. 
118   Though Quality management procedures SQMS 
120   Main board workshops utilising external facilitators plus subsidiary board w 
123   Discussion with senior management & board 
124   Discussion between two executive on how they wanted to put together an MBO 
125   Management team created vision 
126   Discussion at board - senior management level within the framework of a clas 
127   Continous process aimed at getting our business under control and providing 
128   Discussed and identified what people needed + how best to go about achieving 
133   Zero based, resource review, involvement / inclusive approach, Basic financi 
134   Input from all managers december each year directors planning session for 2 
136   Product of industry experience and application of general + retail business 
137   Discussion on where business is  where we want it to be 
138   Discussion with senior Management in the company, progressing to discussion 
140   Workshop with key senior executives, evolving and agreeing the vision. Howev 
141   - current business analysis - Business consultingion - Idea presentation - V 
143   Searching? trends from existing customers and identifying potential new mark 
144   1, Vision is always ################? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T-Test 
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Group Statistics
79 4,28 1,300 ,146
39 4,54 ,969 ,155
Country
Swedish
Scottish
The involvment
in the process
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
 
Independent Samples Test
3,698 ,057 -1,105 116 ,271 -,26 ,235 -,726 ,206
-1,219 97,885 ,226 -,26 ,213 -,683 ,163
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
The involvment
in the process
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
 
T-Test 
Group Statistics
53 4,53 1,012 ,139
53 4,19 1,442 ,198
SIZE2
>= 3
< 3
The involvment
in the process
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
 
Independent Samples Test
6,425 ,013 1,404 104 ,163 ,34 ,242 -,140 ,819
1,404 93,203 ,164 ,34 ,242 -,141 ,820
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
The involvment
in the process
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
110 110 110 110 110 110
41 41 41 41 41 41
Valid
Missing
N
No formal
approach/
method
Integrated into
the strategic
planning
process Discussion Workshop Conference Other method
 
Frequency Table 
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No formal approach/method
87 57,6 79,1 79,1
23 15,2 20,9 100,0
110 72,8 100,0
41 27,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Integrated into the strategic planning process
77 51,0 70,0 70,0
33 21,9 30,0 100,0
110 72,8 100,0
41 27,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Discussion
78 51,7 70,9 70,9
32 21,2 29,1 100,0
110 72,8 100,0
41 27,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Workshop
88 58,3 80,0 80,0
22 14,6 20,0 100,0
110 72,8 100,0
41 27,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Conference
100 66,2 90,9 90,9
10 6,6 9,1 100,0
110 72,8 100,0
41 27,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Other method
101 66,9 91,8 91,8
9 6,0 8,2 100,0
110 72,8 100,0
41 27,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Crosstabs 
Case Processing Summary
110 72,8% 41 27,2% 151 100,0%
98 64,9% 53 35,1% 151 100,0%
110 72,8% 41 27,2% 151 100,0%
98 64,9% 53 35,1% 151 100,0%
110 72,8% 41 27,2% 151 100,0%
98 64,9% 53 35,1% 151 100,0%
110 72,8% 41 27,2% 151 100,0%
98 64,9% 53 35,1% 151 100,0%
110 72,8% 41 27,2% 151 100,0%
98 64,9% 53 35,1% 151 100,0%
110 72,8% 41 27,2% 151 100,0%
98 64,9% 53 35,1% 151 100,0%
No formal
approach/method *
Country
No formal
approach/method * SIZE2
Integrated into the
strategic planning
process * Country
Integrated into the
strategic planning
process * SIZE2
Discussion * Country
Discussion * SIZE2
Workshop * Country
Workshop * SIZE2
Conference * Country
Conference * SIZE2
Other method * Country
Other method * SIZE2
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
No formal approach/method * Country 
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Crosstab
53 34 87
74,6% 87,2% 79,1%
48,2% 30,9% 79,1%
18 5 23
25,4% 12,8% 20,9%
16,4% 4,5% 20,9%
71 39 110
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
64,5% 35,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
No formal
approach/method
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,390b 1 ,122
1,693 1 ,193
2,538 1 ,111
,147 ,094
2,369 1 ,124
110
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
8,15.
b. 
 
No formal approach/method * SIZE2 
Crosstab
19 16 44 79
76,0% 61,5% 93,6% 80,6%
19,4% 16,3% 44,9% 80,6%
6 10 3 19
24,0% 38,5% 6,4% 19,4%
6,1% 10,2% 3,1% 19,4%
25 26 47 98
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
25,5% 26,5% 48,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
No formal
approach/method
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
11,479a 2 ,003
11,878 2 ,003
4,985 1 ,026
98
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,85.
a. 
 
Integrated into the strategic planning process * Country 
Crosstab
47 30 77
66,2% 76,9% 70,0%
42,7% 27,3% 70,0%
24 9 33
33,8% 23,1% 30,0%
21,8% 8,2% 30,0%
71 39 110
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
64,5% 35,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Integrated into
the strategic
planning process
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,379b 1 ,240
,916 1 ,339
1,414 1 ,234
,282 ,170
1,367 1 ,242
110
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
11,70.
b. 
 
Integrated into the strategic planning process * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
19 19 30 68
76,0% 73,1% 63,8% 69,4%
19,4% 19,4% 30,6% 69,4%
6 7 17 30
24,0% 26,9% 36,2% 30,6%
6,1% 7,1% 17,3% 30,6%
25 26 47 98
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
25,5% 26,5% 48,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Integrated into
the strategic
planning process
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,365a 2 ,505
1,372 2 ,503
1,264 1 ,261
98
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 7,65.
a. 
 
Discussion * Country 
Crosstab
57 21 78
80,3% 53,8% 70,9%
51,8% 19,1% 70,9%
14 18 32
19,7% 46,2% 29,1%
12,7% 16,4% 29,1%
71 39 110
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
64,5% 35,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Discussion
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
8,528b 1 ,003
7,295 1 ,007
8,318 1 ,004
,005 ,004
8,450 1 ,004
110
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
11,35.
b. 
 
Discussion * SIZE2 
Crosstab
21 18 33 72
84,0% 69,2% 70,2% 73,5%
21,4% 18,4% 33,7% 73,5%
4 8 14 26
16,0% 30,8% 29,8% 26,5%
4,1% 8,2% 14,3% 26,5%
25 26 47 98
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
25,5% 26,5% 48,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Discussion
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,918a 2 ,383
2,062 2 ,357
1,312 1 ,252
98
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 6,63.
a. 
 
Workshop * Country 
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Crosstab
55 33 88
77,5% 84,6% 80,0%
50,0% 30,0% 80,0%
16 6 22
22,5% 15,4% 20,0%
14,5% 5,5% 20,0%
71 39 110
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
64,5% 35,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Workshop
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,804b 1 ,370
,420 1 ,517
,830 1 ,362
,459 ,262
,797 1 ,372
110
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
7,80.
b. 
 
Workshop * SIZE2 
Crosstab
23 24 32 79
92,0% 92,3% 68,1% 80,6%
23,5% 24,5% 32,7% 80,6%
2 2 15 19
8,0% 7,7% 31,9% 19,4%
2,0% 2,0% 15,3% 19,4%
25 26 47 98
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
25,5% 26,5% 48,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Workshop
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
9,069a 2 ,011
9,487 2 ,009
7,205 1 ,007
98
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,85.
a. 
 
Conference * Country 
Crosstab
64 36 100
90,1% 92,3% 90,9%
58,2% 32,7% 90,9%
7 3 10
9,9% 7,7% 9,1%
6,4% 2,7% 9,1%
71 39 110
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
64,5% 35,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Conference
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,143b 1 ,705
,001 1 ,975
,146 1 ,702
1,000 ,499
,142 1 ,707
110
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,55.
b. 
 
Conference * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
23 25 41 89
92,0% 96,2% 87,2% 90,8%
23,5% 25,5% 41,8% 90,8%
2 1 6 9
8,0% 3,8% 12,8% 9,2%
2,0% 1,0% 6,1% 9,2%
25 26 47 98
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
25,5% 26,5% 48,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Conference
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,653a 2 ,438
1,811 2 ,404
,693 1 ,405
98
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,30.
a. 
 
Other method * Country 
Crosstab
67 34 101
94,4% 87,2% 91,8%
60,9% 30,9% 91,8%
4 5 9
5,6% 12,8% 8,2%
3,6% 4,5% 8,2%
71 39 110
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
64,5% 35,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Other method
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
1,731b 1 ,188
,906 1 ,341
1,649 1 ,199
,275 ,170
1,715 1 ,190
110
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,19.
b. 
 
Other method * SIZE2 
Crosstab
21 24 45 90
84,0% 92,3% 95,7% 91,8%
21,4% 24,5% 45,9% 91,8%
4 2 2 8
16,0% 7,7% 4,3% 8,2%
4,1% 2,0% 2,0% 8,2%
25 26 47 98
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
25,5% 26,5% 48,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Other method
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,013a 2 ,222
2,790 2 ,248
2,837 1 ,092
98
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,04.
a. 
 
T-Test 
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Group Statistics
44 3,25 1,184 ,178
40 2,88 1,265 ,200
43 4,65 ,529 ,081
37 4,30 ,661 ,109
43 2,77 ,841 ,128
37 3,22 1,158 ,190
SIZE2
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
>= 3
< 3
The process: Easy -
Difficult
The process: Useless -
Valuable
The process: Slow - Fast
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
 
Independent Samples Test
,027 ,869 1,404 82 ,164 ,38 ,267 -,156 ,906
1,399 79,896 ,166 ,38 ,268 -,158 ,908
2,560 ,114 2,658 78 ,010 ,35 ,133 ,089 ,619
2,614 68,747 ,011 ,35 ,135 ,084 ,624
3,352 ,071 -2,002 78 ,049 -,45 ,224 -,895 -,003
-1,955 64,654 ,055 -,45 ,229 -,907 ,010
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
The process: Easy -
Difficult
The process: Useless -
Valuable
The process: Slow - Fast
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
DifferenceLower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
 
T-Test 
Group Statistics
63 2,92 1,182 ,149
31 3,48 1,180 ,212
60 4,55 ,534 ,069
30 4,27 ,691 ,126
60 3,02 1,127 ,146
30 2,87 ,860 ,157
Country
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
The process: Easy -
Difficult
The process: Useless -
Valuable
The process: Slow - Fast
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
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Independent Samples Test
,001 ,978 -2,174 92 ,032 -,56 ,259 -1,078 -,049
-2,175 59,888 ,034 -,56 ,259 -1,081 -,045
2,162 ,145 2,145 88 ,035 ,28 ,132 ,021 ,546
1,969 46,853 ,055 ,28 ,144 -,006 ,573
2,840 ,095 ,641 88 ,523 ,15 ,234 -,315 ,615
,700 73,528 ,486 ,15 ,214 -,277 ,577
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
The process: Easy -
Difficult
The process: Useless -
Valuable
The process: Slow - F st
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
 
Crosstabs 
Case Processing Summary
92 60,9% 59 39,1% 151 100,0%
82 54,3% 69 45,7% 151 100,0%
The process was
of a continuous
nature * Country
The process was
of a continuous
nature * SIZE2
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
 
The process was of a continuous nature * Country 
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Crosstab
53 27 80
86,9% 87,1% 87,0%
57,6% 29,3% 87,0%
7 2 9
11,5% 6,5% 9,8%
7,6% 2,2% 9,8%
1 2 3
1,6% 6,5% 3,3%
1,1% 2,2% 3,3%
61 31 92
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
66,3% 33,7% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Yes
No
Do not know
The process was
of a continuous
nature
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,990a 2 ,370
1,923 2 ,382
,213 1 ,644
92
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,01.
a. 
 
The process was of a continuous nature * SIZE2 
Crosstab
13 19 40 72
72,2% 90,5% 93,0% 87,8%
15,9% 23,2% 48,8% 87,8%
4 1 3 8
22,2% 4,8% 7,0% 9,8%
4,9% 1,2% 3,7% 9,8%
1 1 2
5,6% 4,8% 2,4%
1,2% 1,2% 2,4%
18 21 43 82
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
22,0% 25,6% 52,4% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Yes
No
Do not know
The process was
of a continuous
nature
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
6,623a 4 ,157
6,802 4 ,147
4,723 1 ,030
82
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
6 cells (66,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,44.
a. 
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
The process was of a continuous nature
92
59
Valid
Missing
N
 
The process was of a continuous nature
80 53,0 87,0 87,0
9 6,0 9,8 96,7
3 2,0 3,3 100,0
92 60,9 100,0
59 39,1
151 100,0
Yes
No
Do not know
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Summarize 
Case Processing Summary
151 100,0% 0 ,0% 151 100,0%How the vision
was developed
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Included Excluded Total
Cases
 
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
93 92 93 92 93 92 92 92
58 59 58 59 58 59 59 59
Valid
Missing
N
Brainstorming
Bench
marking
Market
analysis
Scenario
planning
Competitor
analysis
PEST -
analysis
SWOT -
analysis
TOWS -
analysis
Frequency Table 
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Brainstorming
38 25,2 40,9 40,9
55 36,4 59,1 100,0
93 61,6 100,0
58 38,4
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Bench marking
69 45,7 75,0 75,0
23 15,2 25,0 100,0
92 60,9 100,0
59 39,1
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Market analysis
46 30,5 49,5 49,5
47 31,1 50,5 100,0
93 61,6 100,0
58 38,4
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Scenario planning
76 50,3 82,6 82,6
16 10,6 17,4 100,0
92 60,9 100,0
59 39,1
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Competitor analysis
52 34,4 55,9 55,9
41 27,2 44,1 100,0
93 61,6 100,0
58 38,4
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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PEST - analysis
88 58,3 95,7 95,7
4 2,6 4,3 100,0
92 60,9 100,0
59 39,1
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
SWOT - analysis
36 23,8 39,1 39,1
56 37,1 60,9 100,0
92 60,9 100,0
59 39,1
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
TOWS - analysis
92 60,9 100,0 100,0
59 39,1
151 100,0
NoValid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Environmental analysis
67 44,4 72,0 72,0
26 17,2 28,0 100,0
93 61,6 100,0
58 38,4
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Balance scorecard
85 56,3 92,4 92,4
7 4,6 7,6 100,0
92 60,9 100,0
59 39,1
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Value chain - analysis
88 58,3 95,7 95,7
4 2,6 4,3 100,0
92 60,9 100,0
59 39,1
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
McKinsey's 7S framework
92 60,9 100,0 100,0
59 39,1
151 100,0
NoValid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Boston matrix
85 56,3 92,4 92,4
7 4,6 7,6 100,0
92 60,9 100,0
59 39,1
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Porter's 5 forces - analysis
90 59,6 97,8 97,8
2 1,3 2,2 100,0
92 60,9 100,0
59 39,1
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Critical success factors
59 39,1 64,1 64,1
33 21,9 35,9 100,0
92 60,9 100,0
59 39,1
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Non of the above
77 51,0 93,9 93,9
5 3,3 6,1 100,0
82 54,3 100,0
69 45,7
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Other technique(s)
32 21,2 97,0 97,0
1 ,7 3,0 100,0
33 21,9 100,0
118 78,1
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
T-Test 
Group Statistics
50 3,10 1,233 ,174
31 3,10 1,248 ,224
Country
Swedish
Scottish
Do you think the
vision is strongly
based on intuition
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
 
Independent Samples Test
,047 ,829 ,011 79 ,991 ,00 ,283 -,560 ,567
,011 63,150 ,991 ,00 ,284 -,564 ,571
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Do you think the
vision is strongly
based on intuition
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
 
T-Test 
Warnings
The Independent Samples table is not produced.
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Group Statistics
0a , , ,
80 3,09 1,234 ,138
The Company have a
stated or written vision
>= 3
< 3
Do you think the
vision is strongly
based on intuition
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
t cannot be computed because at least one of the groups is empty.a. 
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
74 75 74 75 44 44 75 75 75 75 75 74 74 74 74 75 74 6 6 50 50 50
77 76 77 76 107 107 76 76 76 76 76 77 77 77 77 76 77 145 145 101 101 101
Valid
Missing
N
Political
factors
Economical
factors
Soci /cultural
factors
Technological
factorsLegal factors
Environmen
tal factors
Industry
analysis,
c mpetitors
Marketing
research
Company
imageTh  productsRelationships
Organisation
al structure
The culture,
values and
normsThe purposeThe mission
Core
competences
The present
strategyOther factorsOthe  factors
Political
factors
Economical
factors
Soci /cultural
factors
 
Frequency Table 
Political factors
56 37,1 75,7 75,7
18 11,9 24,3 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Economical factors
19 12,6 25,3 25,3
56 37,1 74,7 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Social/cultural factors
43 28,5 58,1 58,1
31 20,5 41,9 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Technological factors
38 25,2 50,7 50,7
37 24,5 49,3 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Legal factors
32 21,2 72,7 72,7
12 7,9 27,3 100,0
44 29,1 100,0
107 70,9
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Environmental factors
34 22,5 77,3 77,3
10 6,6 22,7 100,0
44 29,1 100,0
107 70,9
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Industry analysis, competitors
21 13,9 28,0 28,0
54 35,8 72,0 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Marketing research
28 18,5 37,3 37,3
47 31,1 62,7 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Company image
29 19,2 38,7 38,7
46 30,5 61,3 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The products
34 22,5 45,3 45,3
41 27,2 54,7 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Relationships
38 25,2 50,7 50,7
37 24,5 49,3 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Organisational structure
36 23,8 48,6 48,6
38 25,2 51,4 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The culture, values and norms
32 21,2 43,2 43,2
42 27,8 56,8 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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The purpose
25 16,6 33,8 33,8
49 32,5 66,2 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The mission
41 27,2 55,4 55,4
33 21,9 44,6 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Core competences
33 21,9 44,0 44,0
42 27,8 56,0 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The present strategy
49 32,5 66,2 66,2
25 16,6 33,8 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Other factors
6 4,0 100,0 100,0
145 96,0
151 100,0
NoValid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 206
Other factors
6 4,0 100,0 100,0
145 96,0
151 100,0
NoValid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Political factors
41 27,2 82,0 82,0
9 6,0 18,0 100,0
50 33,1 100,0
101 66,9
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Economical factors
31 20,5 62,0 62,0
19 12,6 38,0 100,0
50 33,1 100,0
101 66,9
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Social/cultural factors
41 27,2 82,0 82,0
9 6,0 18,0 100,0
50 33,1 100,0
101 66,9
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Technological factors
38 25,2 76,0 76,0
12 7,9 24,0 100,0
50 33,1 100,0
101 66,9
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Legal factors
21 13,9 87,5 87,5
3 2,0 12,5 100,0
24 15,9 100,0
127 84,1
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Environmental factors
17 11,3 70,8 70,8
7 4,6 29,2 100,0
24 15,9 100,0
127 84,1
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Industry analysis, competitors
30 19,9 60,0 60,0
20 13,2 40,0 100,0
50 33,1 100,0
101 66,9
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Marketing research
32 21,2 64,0 64,0
18 11,9 36,0 100,0
50 33,1 100,0
101 66,9
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Company image
30 19,9 61,2 61,2
19 12,6 38,8 100,0
49 32,5 100,0
102 67,5
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 208
The products
28 18,5 57,1 57,1
21 13,9 42,9 100,0
49 32,5 100,0
102 67,5
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Relationships
37 24,5 77,1 77,1
11 7,3 22,9 100,0
48 31,8 100,0
103 68,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Organisational structure
29 19,2 58,0 58,0
21 13,9 42,0 100,0
50 33,1 100,0
101 66,9
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The culture, values and norms
34 22,5 69,4 69,4
15 9,9 30,6 100,0
49 32,5 100,0
102 67,5
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The purpose
35 23,2 70,0 70,0
15 9,9 30,0 100,0
50 33,1 100,0
101 66,9
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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The mission
34 22,5 69,4 69,4
15 9,9 30,6 100,0
49 32,5 100,0
102 67,5
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Core competences
34 22,5 70,8 70,8
14 9,3 29,2 100,0
48 31,8 100,0
103 68,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The present strategy
32 21,2 66,7 66,7
16 10,6 33,3 100,0
48 31,8 100,0
103 68,2
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Other factors
4 2,6 100,0 100,0
147 97,4
151 100,0
NoValid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Other factors
151 100,0SystemMissing
Frequency Percent
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Customer(s)
8 5,3 11,3 11,3
63 41,7 88,7 100,0
71 47,0 100,0
80 53,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Competitor(s)
40 26,5 56,3 56,3
31 20,5 43,7 100,0
71 47,0 100,0
80 53,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Suppliers
42 27,8 60,0 60,0
28 18,5 40,0 100,0
70 46,4 100,0
81 53,6
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Stockholders
38 25,2 53,5 53,5
33 21,9 46,5 100,0
71 47,0 100,0
80 53,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Other investors
68 45,0 95,8 95,8
3 2,0 4,2 100,0
71 47,0 100,0
80 53,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Trade Unions
61 40,4 87,1 87,1
9 6,0 12,9 100,0
70 46,4 100,0
81 53,6
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Goverment
62 41,1 88,6 88,6
8 5,3 11,4 100,0
70 46,4 100,0
81 53,6
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The community
30 19,9 75,0 75,0
10 6,6 25,0 100,0
40 26,5 100,0
111 73,5
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Descriptives 
Descriptive Statistics
58 ,03 180,00 14,3609 28,46857
58
How long it took
to develop the
vision (month)
Valid N (listwise)
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
 
Frequencies 
Statistics
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
58
93
Valid
Missing
N
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How long it took to develop the vision (month)
1 ,7 1,7 1,7
2 1,3 3,4 5,2
2 1,3 3,4 8,6
1 ,7 1,7 10,3
1 ,7 1,7 12,1
3 2,0 5,2 17,2
7 4,6 12,1 29,3
5 3,3 8,6 37,9
15 9,9 25,9 63,8
1 ,7 1,7 65,5
6 4,0 10,3 75,9
1 ,7 1,7 77,6
8 5,3 13,8 91,4
2 1,3 3,4 94,8
1 ,7 1,7 96,6
1 ,7 1,7 98,3
1 ,7 1,7 100,0
58 38,4 100,0
93 61,6
151 100,0
,03
,10
,25
,50
,70
1,00
2,00
3,00
6,00
7,00
12,00
18,00
24,00
36,00
48,00
120,00
180,00
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
T-Test 
Group Statistics
41 12,2545 20,57947 3,21397
17 19,4412 42,30465 10,26039
Country
Swedish
Scottish
How long it took
to develop the
vision (month)
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
 
Independent Samples Test
1,745 ,192 -,873 56 ,386 -7,1867 8,22942- 3,672229,29881
-,668 19,220 ,512 -7,186710,75198-29,6734515,30004
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
How long it took
to develop the
vision (month)
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
 
T-Test 
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Group Statistics
31 17,5161 36,86450 6,62106
18 11,0241 14,51590 3,42143
SIZE2
>= 3
< 3
How long it took
to develop the
vision (month)
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
 
Independent Samples Test
,799 ,376 ,713 47 ,479 6,4921 9,10307-11,8209624,80507
,871 42,778 ,389 6,4921 7,45283-8,5402621,52437
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
How long it took
to develop the
vision (month)
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
 
Means 
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * No formal 
approach/method 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
12,8746 46 27,31081
26,0875 8 39,99291
14,8321 54 29,44466
No formal
approach/methodNo
Yes
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
1189,729 1 1189,729 1,382 ,245
44760,635 52 860,781
45950,364 53
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * No formal
approach/method
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Measures of Association
,161 ,026
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * No formal
approach/method
Eta Eta Squared
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How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Integrated into the 
strategic planning process 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
17,8303 33 36,20187
10,1206 21 12,74589
14,8321 54 29,44466
Integrated into
the strategicNo
Yes
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
762,800 1 762,800 ,878 ,353
45187,564 52 868,992
45950,364 53
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Integrated
into the strategic
planning process
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,129 ,017
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Integrated
into the strategic
planning process
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Discussion 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
17,0750 32 36,83260
11,5697 22 12,90880
14,8321 54 29,44466
Discussion
No
Yes
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
395,131 1 395,131 ,451 ,505
45555,233 52 876,062
45950,364 53
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Discussion
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
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Measures of Association
,093 ,009
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Discussion
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Workshop 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
17,0746 38 34,61968
9,5063 16 8,00046
14,8321 54 29,44466
Workshop
No
Yes
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
644,923 1 644,923 ,740 ,394
45305,441 52 871,258
45950,364 53
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Workshop
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,118 ,014
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Workshop
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Conference 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
16,2083 46 31,59330
6,9188 8 7,98319
14,8321 54 29,44466
Conference
No
Yes
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
588,094 1 588,094 ,674 ,415
45362,270 52 872,351
45950,364 53
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Conference
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
 216
Measures of Association
,113 ,013
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Conference
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Other method 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
12,2435 49 19,34747
40,2000 5 78,16137
14,8321 54 29,44466
Other method
No
Yes
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
3545,984 1 3545,984 4,348 ,042
42404,380 52 815,469
45950,364 53
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Other method
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,278 ,077
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Other method
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * The CEO 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
15,3299 48 30,94767
5,5000 4 1,73205
10,2200 5 12,59730
14,1918 57 28,69223
The CEO
Yes
To some degree
No
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
443,234 2 221,617 ,262 ,770
45658,421 54 845,526
46101,656 56
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * The CEO
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
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Measures of Association
,098 ,010
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * The CEO
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * The Board 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
15,8406 23 25,94268
5,8067 15 5,78946
19,0750 20 39,28842
14,3609 58 28,46857
The Board
Yes
To some degree
No
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
1592,436 2 796,218 ,982 ,381
44603,762 55 810,977
46196,198 57
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * The Board
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,186 ,034
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * The Board
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Top Management 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
13,2038 35 21,61161
5,8333 9 3,08221
26,4458 12 49,90945
,7000 1 ,
14,6085 57 28,65858
Top Management
Yes
To some degree
No
Does not apply
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
2637,008 3 879,003 1,075 ,368
43356,578 53 818,049
45993,586 56
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took
to develop the
vision (month) *
Top Management
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
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Measures of Association
,239 ,057
How long it took
to develop the
vision (month) *
Top Management
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Middle Management 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
15,3846 13 31,98577
7,5385 13 6,19967
18,6423 28 34,31897
,7000 1 ,
14,9215 55 29,13569
Middle Management
Yes
To some degree
No
Does not apply
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
1301,293 3 433,764 ,497 ,686
44538,691 51 873,308
45839,985 54
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Middle
Management
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,168 ,028
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Middle
Management
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Lower Management 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
23,3500 6 47,41450
10,5000 6 7,52994
14,6877 42 28,61337
,7000 1 ,
14,9215 55 29,13569
Lower Management
Yes
To some degree
No
Does not apply
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
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ANOVA Table
748,083 3 249,361 ,282 ,838
45091,902 51 884,155
45839,985 54
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Lower
Management
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,128 ,016
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Lower
Management
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Other Staff 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
21,9188 8 40,58434
8,1250 8 7,05969
14,4472 41 28,87482
14,6085 57 28,65858
Other Staff
Yes
To some degree
No
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
764,872 2 382,436 ,457 ,636
45228,715 54 837,569
45993,586 56
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Other Staff
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,129 ,017
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Other Staff
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Consultants 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
15,6000 17 28,45819
7,5833 6 8,34516
15,3525 34 31,31261
14,6085 57 28,65858
Consultants
Yes
To some degree
No
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
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ANOVA Table
331,648 2 165,824 ,196 ,823
45661,939 54 845,591
45993,586 56
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Consultants
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,085 ,007
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Consultants
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Customers 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
16,8167 12 33,57203
6,7917 12 6,16242
16,6480 33 31,74555
14,6085 57 28,65858
Customers
Yes
To some degree
No
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
929,009 2 464,505 ,557 ,576
45064,577 54 834,529
45993,586 56
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Customers
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,142 ,020
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Customers
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Competitors 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
120,0000 1 ,
2,8333 3 2,84312
13,2865 53 25,70598
14,6085 57 28,65858
Competitors
Yes
To some degree
No
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
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ANOVA Table
11615,962 2 5807,981 9,123 ,000
34377,624 54 636,623
45993,586 56
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Competitors
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,503 ,253
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Competitors
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Suppliers 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
42,0111 3 67,60622
6,0000 1 ,
13,3587 52 25,96009
14,7622 56 28,89421
Suppliers
Yes
To some degree
No
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
2406,722 2 1203,361 1,466 ,240
43511,435 53 820,970
45918,157 55
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Suppliers
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,229 ,052
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Suppliers
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Stockholders 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
5,7233 10 7,35735
6,0000 1 ,
16,9656 45 31,73711
14,7622 56 28,89421
Stockholders
Yes
To some degree
No
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
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ANOVA Table
1112,252 2 556,126 ,658 ,522
44805,905 53 845,394
45918,157 55
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Stockholders
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,156 ,024
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Stockholders
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Other Investors 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
6,2333 3 5,65361
15,2450 53 29,62057
14,7622 56 28,89421
Other Investors
Yes
No
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
 
ANOVA Table
230,577 1 230,577 ,273 ,604
45687,580 54 846,066
45918,157 55
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Other Investors
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,071 ,005
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Other Investors
Eta Eta Squared
 
How long it took to develop the vision (month)  * Trade Unions 
Report
How long it took to develop the vision (month)
6,0000 4 ,00000
15,3859 51 30,21679
14,7033 55 29,17999
Trade Unions
Yes
No
Total
Mean N Std. Deviation
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ANOVA Table
326,756 1 326,756 ,379 ,541
45652,727 53 861,372
45979,483 54
(Combined)Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Trade Unions
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
 
Measures of Association
,084 ,007
How long it took to
develop the vision
(month) * Trade Unions
Eta Eta Squared
 
Factors considered 
 
Frequencies 
 
Frequency Table 
Political factors
56 37,1 75,7 75,7
18 11,9 24,3 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Economical factors
19 12,6 25,3 25,3
56 37,1 74,7 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 224
Social/cultural factors
43 28,5 58,1 58,1
31 20,5 41,9 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Technological factors
38 25,2 50,7 50,7
37 24,5 49,3 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Legal factors
32 21,2 72,7 72,7
12 7,9 27,3 100,0
44 29,1 100,0
107 70,9
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Environmental factors
34 22,5 77,3 77,3
10 6,6 22,7 100,0
44 29,1 100,0
107 70,9
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Industry analysis, competitors
21 13,9 28,0 28,0
54 35,8 72,0 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Marketing research
28 18,5 37,3 37,3
47 31,1 62,7 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Company image
29 19,2 38,7 38,7
46 30,5 61,3 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The products
34 22,5 45,3 45,3
41 27,2 54,7 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Relationships
38 25,2 50,7 50,7
37 24,5 49,3 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Organisational structure
36 23,8 48,6 48,6
38 25,2 51,4 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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The culture, values and norms
32 21,2 43,2 43,2
42 27,8 56,8 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The purpose
25 16,6 33,8 33,8
49 32,5 66,2 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The mission
41 27,2 55,4 55,4
33 21,9 44,6 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Core competences
33 21,9 44,0 44,0
42 27,8 56,0 100,0
75 49,7 100,0
76 50,3
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The present strategy
49 32,5 66,2 66,2
25 16,6 33,8 100,0
74 49,0 100,0
77 51,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Customer(s)
8 5,3 11,3 11,3
63 41,7 88,7 100,0
71 47,0 100,0
80 53,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Competitor(s)
40 26,5 56,3 56,3
31 20,5 43,7 100,0
71 47,0 100,0
80 53,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Suppliers
42 27,8 60,0 60,0
28 18,5 40,0 100,0
70 46,4 100,0
81 53,6
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Stockholders
38 25,2 53,5 53,5
33 21,9 46,5 100,0
71 47,0 100,0
80 53,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Other investors
68 45,0 95,8 95,8
3 2,0 4,2 100,0
71 47,0 100,0
80 53,0
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Trade Unions
61 40,4 87,1 87,1
9 6,0 12,9 100,0
70 46,4 100,0
81 53,6
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Goverment
62 41,1 88,6 88,6
8 5,3 11,4 100,0
70 46,4 100,0
81 53,6
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
The community
30 19,9 75,0 75,0
10 6,6 25,0 100,0
40 26,5 100,0
111 73,5
151 100,0
No
Yes
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Crosstabs 
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Case Processing Summary
74 49,0% 77 51,0% 151 100,0%
65 43,0% 86 57,0% 151 100,0%
75 49,7% 76 50,3% 151 100,0%
66 43,7% 85 56,3% 151 100,0%
74 49,0% 77 51,0% 151 100,0%
65 43,0% 86 57,0% 151 100,0%
75 49,7% 76 50,3% 151 100,0%
66 43,7% 85 56,3% 151 100,0%
44 29,1% 107 70,9% 151 100,0%
40 26,5% 111 73,5% 151 100,0%
44 29,1% 107 70,9% 151 100,0%
40 26,5% 111 73,5% 151 100,0%
75 49,7% 76 50,3% 151 100,0%
66 43,7% 85 56,3% 151 100,0%
75 49,7% 76 50,3% 151 100,0%
66 43,7% 85 56,3% 151 100,0%
75 49,7% 76 50,3% 151 100,0%
66 43,7% 85 56,3% 151 100,0%
75 49,7% 76 50,3% 151 100,0%
66 43,7% 85 56,3% 151 100,0%
75 49,7% 76 50,3% 151 100,0%
66 43,7% 85 56,3% 151 100,0%
74 49,0% 77 51,0% 151 100,0%
65 43,0% 86 57,0% 151 100,0%
74 49,0% 77 51,0% 151 100,0%
65 43,0% 86 57,0% 151 100,0%
74 49,0% 77 51,0% 151 100,0%
65 43,0% 86 57,0% 151 100,0%
74 49,0% 77 51,0% 151 100,0%
65 43,0% 86 57,0% 151 100,0%
75 49,7% 76 50,3% 151 100,0%
66 43,7% 85 56,3% 151 100,0%
Political factors * Country
Political factors * SIZE2
Economical factors *
Country
Economical factors *
SIZE2
Social/cultural factors *
Country
Social/cultural factors *
SIZE2
Technological factors *
Country
Technological factors *
SIZE2
Legal factors * Country
Legal factors * SIZE2
Environmental factors *
Country
Environmental factors *
SIZE2
Industry analysis,
competitors * Country
Industry analysis,
competitors * SIZE2
Marketing research *
Country
Marketing research *
SIZE2
Company image *
Country
Company image * SIZE2
The products * Country
The products * SIZE2
Relationships * Country
Relationships * SIZE2
Organisational structure
* Country
Organisational structure
* SIZE2
The culture, values and
norms * Country
The culture, values and
norms * SIZE2
The purpose * Country
The purpose * SIZE2
The mission * Country
The mission * SIZE2
Core competences *
Country
Core competences *
SIZE2
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Valid Missing Total
Cases
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Political factors * Country 
Crosstab
32 24 56
72,7% 80,0% 75,7%
43,2% 32,4% 75,7%
12 6 18
27,3% 20,0% 24,3%
16,2% 8,1% 24,3%
44 30 74
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
59,5% 40,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Political
factors
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,513b 1 ,474
,194 1 ,660
,521 1 ,470
,585 ,333
,506 1 ,477
74
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
7,30.
b. 
 
Political factors * SIZE2 
Crosstab
10 13 26 49
83,3% 86,7% 68,4% 75,4%
15,4% 20,0% 40,0% 75,4%
2 2 12 16
16,7% 13,3% 31,6% 24,6%
3,1% 3,1% 18,5% 24,6%
12 15 38 65
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,5% 23,1% 58,5% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Political
factors
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
2,431a 2 ,297
2,558 2 ,278
1,737 1 ,188
65
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 2,95.
a. 
 
Economical factors * Country 
Crosstab
6 13 19
13,3% 43,3% 25,3%
8,0% 17,3% 25,3%
39 17 56
86,7% 56,7% 74,7%
52,0% 22,7% 74,7%
45 30 75
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
60,0% 40,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Economical
factors
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
8,564b 1 ,003
7,052 1 ,008
8,501 1 ,004
,006 ,004
8,450 1 ,004
75
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
7,60.
b. 
 
Economical factors * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
2 7 8 17
16,7% 46,7% 20,5% 25,8%
3,0% 10,6% 12,1% 25,8%
10 8 31 49
83,3% 53,3% 79,5% 74,2%
15,2% 12,1% 47,0% 74,2%
12 15 39 66
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,2% 22,7% 59,1% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Economical
factors
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
4,509a 2 ,105
4,186 2 ,123
,117 1 ,732
66
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3,09.
a. 
 
Social/cultural factors * Country 
Crosstab
25 18 43
56,8% 60,0% 58,1%
33,8% 24,3% 58,1%
19 12 31
43,2% 40,0% 41,9%
25,7% 16,2% 41,9%
44 30 74
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
59,5% 40,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Social/cultural
factors
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,074b 1 ,785
,001 1 ,974
,074 1 ,785
,815 ,488
,073 1 ,787
74
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
12,57.
b. 
 
Social/cultural factors * SIZE2 
Crosstab
6 10 20 36
50,0% 66,7% 52,6% 55,4%
9,2% 15,4% 30,8% 55,4%
6 5 18 29
50,0% 33,3% 47,4% 44,6%
9,2% 7,7% 27,7% 44,6%
12 15 38 65
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,5% 23,1% 58,5% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Social/cultural
factors
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,030a 2 ,597
1,049 2 ,592
,016 1 ,899
65
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5,35.
a. 
 
Technological factors * Country 
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Crosstab
19 19 38
42,2% 63,3% 50,7%
25,3% 25,3% 50,7%
26 11 37
57,8% 36,7% 49,3%
34,7% 14,7% 49,3%
45 30 75
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
60,0% 40,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Technological
factors
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,209b 1 ,073
2,420 1 ,120
3,239 1 ,072
,100 ,060
3,167 1 ,075
75
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
14,80.
b. 
 
Technological factors * SIZE2 
Crosstab
7 7 19 33
58,3% 46,7% 48,7% 50,0%
10,6% 10,6% 28,8% 50,0%
5 8 20 33
41,7% 53,3% 51,3% 50,0%
7,6% 12,1% 30,3% 50,0%
12 15 39 66
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,2% 22,7% 59,1% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Technological
factors
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,426a 2 ,808
,427 2 ,808
,222 1 ,638
66
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 6,00.
a. 
 
Legal factors * Country 
Crosstab
32 32
72,7% 72,7%
72,7% 72,7%
12 12
27,3% 27,3%
27,3% 27,3%
44 44
100,0% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Legal factors
Total
Swedish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,
a
44
Pearson Chi-Square
N of Valid Cases
Value
No statistics are computed
because Country is a constant.
a. 
 
Legal factors * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
3 8 18 29
50,0% 88,9% 72,0% 72,5%
7,5% 20,0% 45,0% 72,5%
3 1 7 11
50,0% 11,1% 28,0% 27,5%
7,5% 2,5% 17,5% 27,5%
6 9 25 40
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
15,0% 22,5% 62,5% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Legal factors
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,739a 2 ,254
2,809 2 ,245
,334 1 ,563
40
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,65.
a. 
 
Environmental factors * Country 
Crosstab
34 34
77,3% 77,3%
77,3% 77,3%
10 10
22,7% 22,7%
22,7% 22,7%
44 44
100,0% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Environmental
factors
Total
Swedish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,
a
44
Pearson Chi-Square
N of Valid Cases
Value
No statistics are computed
because Country is a constant.
a. 
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Environmental factors * SIZE2 
Crosstab
6 8 16 30
100,0% 88,9% 64,0% 75,0%
15,0% 20,0% 40,0% 75,0%
1 9 10
11,1% 36,0% 25,0%
2,5% 22,5% 25,0%
6 9 25 40
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
15,0% 22,5% 62,5% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Environmental
factors
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
4,539a 2 ,103
6,037 2 ,049
4,274 1 ,039
40
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,50.
a. 
 
Industry analysis, competitors * Country 
Crosstab
12 9 21
26,7% 30,0% 28,0%
16,0% 12,0% 28,0%
33 21 54
73,3% 70,0% 72,0%
44,0% 28,0% 72,0%
45 30 75
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
60,0% 40,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Industry analysis,
competitors
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,099b 1 ,753
,003 1 ,958
,099 1 ,753
,797 ,476
,098 1 ,754
75
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
8,40.
b. 
 
Industry analysis, competitors * SIZE2 
Crosstab
5 2 10 17
41,7% 13,3% 25,6% 25,8%
7,6% 3,0% 15,2% 25,8%
7 13 29 49
58,3% 86,7% 74,4% 74,2%
10,6% 19,7% 43,9% 74,2%
12 15 39 66
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,2% 22,7% 59,1% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Industry analysis,
competitors
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,799a 2 ,247
2,823 2 ,244
,492 1 ,483
66
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3,09.
a. 
 
Marketing research * Country 
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Crosstab
9 19 28
20,0% 63,3% 37,3%
12,0% 25,3% 37,3%
36 11 47
80,0% 36,7% 62,7%
48,0% 14,7% 62,7%
45 30 75
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
60,0% 40,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Marketing
research
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
14,447b 1 ,000
12,654 1 ,000
14,640 1 ,000
,000 ,000
14,255 1 ,000
75
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
11,20.
b. 
 
Marketing research * SIZE2 
Crosstab
6 6 12 24
50,0% 40,0% 30,8% 36,4%
9,1% 9,1% 18,2% 36,4%
6 9 27 42
50,0% 60,0% 69,2% 63,6%
9,1% 13,6% 40,9% 63,6%
12 15 39 66
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,2% 22,7% 59,1% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Marketing
research
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
1,577a 2 ,454
1,553 2 ,460
1,553 1 ,213
66
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,36.
a. 
 
Company image * Country 
Crosstab
14 15 29
31,1% 50,0% 38,7%
18,7% 20,0% 38,7%
31 15 46
68,9% 50,0% 61,3%
41,3% 20,0% 61,3%
45 30 75
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
60,0% 40,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Company
image
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,708b 1 ,100
1,970 1 ,160
2,697 1 ,101
,146 ,080
2,672 1 ,102
75
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
11,60.
b. 
 
Company image * SIZE2 
 241
Crosstab
6 7 11 24
50,0% 46,7% 28,2% 36,4%
9,1% 10,6% 16,7% 36,4%
6 8 28 42
50,0% 53,3% 71,8% 63,6%
9,1% 12,1% 42,4% 63,6%
12 15 39 66
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,2% 22,7% 59,1% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Company
image
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,774a 2 ,250
2,760 2 ,252
2,473 1 ,116
66
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,36.
a. 
 
The products * Country 
Crosstab
18 16 34
40,0% 53,3% 45,3%
24,0% 21,3% 45,3%
27 14 41
60,0% 46,7% 54,7%
36,0% 18,7% 54,7%
45 30 75
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
60,0% 40,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
The products
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
1,291b 1 ,256
,809 1 ,368
1,291 1 ,256
,344 ,184
1,274 1 ,259
75
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
13,60.
b. 
 
The products * SIZE2 
Crosstab
9 6 12 27
75,0% 40,0% 30,8% 40,9%
13,6% 9,1% 18,2% 40,9%
3 9 27 39
25,0% 60,0% 69,2% 59,1%
4,5% 13,6% 40,9% 59,1%
12 15 39 66
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,2% 22,7% 59,1% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
The products
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
7,433a 2 ,024
7,470 2 ,024
6,600 1 ,010
66
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,91.
a. 
 
Relationships * Country 
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Crosstab
24 14 38
53,3% 46,7% 50,7%
32,0% 18,7% 50,7%
21 16 37
46,7% 53,3% 49,3%
28,0% 21,3% 49,3%
45 30 75
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
60,0% 40,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Relationships
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,320b 1 ,572
,109 1 ,741
,320 1 ,571
,641 ,371
,316 1 ,574
75
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
14,80.
b. 
 
Relationships * SIZE2 
Crosstab
5 7 20 32
41,7% 46,7% 51,3% 48,5%
7,6% 10,6% 30,3% 48,5%
7 8 19 34
58,3% 53,3% 48,7% 51,5%
10,6% 12,1% 28,8% 51,5%
12 15 39 66
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,2% 22,7% 59,1% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Relationships
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,365a 2 ,833
,367 2 ,833
,360 1 ,549
66
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5,82.
a. 
 
Organisational structure * Country 
Crosstab
24 12 36
54,5% 40,0% 48,6%
32,4% 16,2% 48,6%
20 18 38
45,5% 60,0% 51,4%
27,0% 24,3% 51,4%
44 30 74
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
59,5% 40,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Organisational
structure
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,511b 1 ,219
,985 1 ,321
1,518 1 ,218
,245 ,161
1,490 1 ,222
74
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
14,59.
b. 
 
Organisational structure * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
9 6 15 30
75,0% 40,0% 39,5% 46,2%
13,8% 9,2% 23,1% 46,2%
3 9 23 35
25,0% 60,0% 60,5% 53,8%
4,6% 13,8% 35,4% 53,8%
12 15 38 65
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,5% 23,1% 58,5% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Organisational
structure
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
4,929a 2 ,085
5,055 2 ,080
3,602 1 ,058
65
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5,54.
a. 
 
The culture, values and norms * Country 
Crosstab
18 14 32
40,9% 46,7% 43,2%
24,3% 18,9% 43,2%
26 16 42
59,1% 53,3% 56,8%
35,1% 21,6% 56,8%
44 30 74
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
59,5% 40,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
The culture, values
and norms
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
,241b 1 ,624
,063 1 ,801
,241 1 ,624
,641 ,400
,238 1 ,626
74
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
12,97.
b. 
 
The culture, values and norms * SIZE2 
Crosstab
8 6 12 26
66,7% 40,0% 31,6% 40,0%
12,3% 9,2% 18,5% 40,0%
4 9 26 39
33,3% 60,0% 68,4% 60,0%
6,2% 13,8% 40,0% 60,0%
12 15 38 65
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,5% 23,1% 58,5% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
The culture, values
and norms
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
4,678a 2 ,096
4,627 2 ,099
4,243 1 ,039
65
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,80.
a. 
 
The purpose * Country 
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Crosstab
6 19 25
13,6% 63,3% 33,8%
8,1% 25,7% 33,8%
38 11 49
86,4% 36,7% 66,2%
51,4% 14,9% 66,2%
44 30 74
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
59,5% 40,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
The purpose
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
19,694b 1 ,000
17,535 1 ,000
20,179 1 ,000
,000 ,000
19,428 1 ,000
74
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
10,14.
b. 
 
The purpose * SIZE2 
Crosstab
6 5 9 20
50,0% 33,3% 23,7% 30,8%
9,2% 7,7% 13,8% 30,8%
6 10 29 45
50,0% 66,7% 76,3% 69,2%
9,2% 15,4% 44,6% 69,2%
12 15 38 65
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,5% 23,1% 58,5% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
The purpose
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
3,025a 2 ,220
2,907 2 ,234
2,918 1 ,088
65
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3,69.
a. 
 
The mission * Country 
Crosstab
23 18 41
52,3% 60,0% 55,4%
31,1% 24,3% 55,4%
21 12 33
47,7% 40,0% 44,6%
28,4% 16,2% 44,6%
44 30 74
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
59,5% 40,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
The mission
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,431b 1 ,511
,175 1 ,676
,433 1 ,511
,635 ,339
,425 1 ,514
74
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
13,38.
b. 
 
The mission * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
8 10 17 35
66,7% 66,7% 44,7% 53,8%
12,3% 15,4% 26,2% 53,8%
4 5 21 30
33,3% 33,3% 55,3% 46,2%
6,2% 7,7% 32,3% 46,2%
12 15 38 65
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,5% 23,1% 58,5% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
The mission
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,055a 2 ,217
3,095 2 ,213
2,501 1 ,114
65
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5,54.
a. 
 
Core competences * Country 
Crosstab
16 17 33
35,6% 56,7% 44,0%
21,3% 22,7% 44,0%
29 13 42
64,4% 43,3% 56,0%
38,7% 17,3% 56,0%
45 30 75
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
60,0% 40,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Core competences
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
3,256b 1 ,071
2,455 1 ,117
3,262 1 ,071
,097 ,059
3,212 1 ,073
75
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
13,20.
b. 
 
Core competences * SIZE2 
Crosstab
8 7 12 27
66,7% 46,7% 30,8% 40,9%
12,1% 10,6% 18,2% 40,9%
4 8 27 39
33,3% 53,3% 69,2% 59,1%
6,1% 12,1% 40,9% 59,1%
12 15 39 66
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,2% 22,7% 59,1% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Core competences
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
5,158a 2 ,076
5,153 2 ,076
5,062 1 ,024
66
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,91.
a. 
 
The present strategy * Country 
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Crosstab
28 21 49
63,6% 70,0% 66,2%
37,8% 28,4% 66,2%
16 9 25
36,4% 30,0% 33,8%
21,6% 12,2% 33,8%
44 30 74
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
59,5% 40,5% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
The present
strategy
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,323b 1 ,570
,101 1 ,751
,325 1 ,568
,624 ,377
,319 1 ,572
74
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
10,14.
b. 
 
The present strategy * SIZE2 
Crosstab
11 8 23 42
91,7% 57,1% 59,0% 64,6%
16,9% 12,3% 35,4% 64,6%
1 6 16 23
8,3% 42,9% 41,0% 35,4%
1,5% 9,2% 24,6% 35,4%
12 14 39 65
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,5% 21,5% 60,0% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
The present
strategy
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
4,725a 2 ,094
5,666 2 ,059
3,211 1 ,073
65
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,25.
a. 
 
Customer(s) * Country 
Crosstab
3 5 8
7,3% 16,7% 11,3%
4,2% 7,0% 11,3%
38 25 63
92,7% 83,3% 88,7%
53,5% 35,2% 88,7%
41 30 71
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
57,7% 42,3% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Customer(s)
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
1,515b 1 ,218
,724 1 ,395
1,496 1 ,221
,269 ,197
1,493 1 ,222
71
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
2 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,38.
b. 
 
Customer(s) * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
2 1 4 7
16,7% 7,7% 10,3% 10,9%
3,1% 1,6% 6,3% 10,9%
10 12 35 57
83,3% 92,3% 89,7% 89,1%
15,6% 18,8% 54,7% 89,1%
12 13 39 64
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,8% 20,3% 60,9% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Customer(s)
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,563a 2 ,754
,529 2 ,768
,232 1 ,630
64
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,31.
a. 
 
Competitor(s) * Country 
Crosstab
20 20 40
48,8% 66,7% 56,3%
28,2% 28,2% 56,3%
21 10 31
51,2% 33,3% 43,7%
29,6% 14,1% 43,7%
41 30 71
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
57,7% 42,3% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Competitor(s)
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
2,253b 1 ,133
1,585 1 ,208
2,278 1 ,131
,153 ,104
2,221 1 ,136
71
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
13,10.
b. 
 
Competitor(s) * SIZE2 
Crosstab
7 9 18 34
58,3% 69,2% 46,2% 53,1%
10,9% 14,1% 28,1% 53,1%
5 4 21 30
41,7% 30,8% 53,8% 46,9%
7,8% 6,3% 32,8% 46,9%
12 13 39 64
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,8% 20,3% 60,9% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Competitor(s)
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
2,246a 2 ,325
2,289 2 ,318
1,116 1 ,291
64
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5,63.
a. 
 
Suppliers * Country 
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Crosstab
20 22 42
50,0% 73,3% 60,0%
28,6% 31,4% 60,0%
20 8 28
50,0% 26,7% 40,0%
28,6% 11,4% 40,0%
40 30 70
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
57,1% 42,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Suppliers
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
3,889b 1 ,049
2,977 1 ,084
3,975 1 ,046
,054 ,041
3,833 1 ,050
70
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
12,00.
b. 
 
Suppliers * SIZE2 
Crosstab
9 5 22 36
75,0% 38,5% 57,9% 57,1%
14,3% 7,9% 34,9% 57,1%
3 8 16 27
25,0% 61,5% 42,1% 42,9%
4,8% 12,7% 25,4% 42,9%
12 13 38 63
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
19,0% 20,6% 60,3% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Suppliers
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
3,424a 2 ,181
3,499 2 ,174
,353 1 ,552
63
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5,14.
a. 
 
Stockholders * Country 
Crosstab
15 23 38
36,6% 76,7% 53,5%
21,1% 32,4% 53,5%
26 7 33
63,4% 23,3% 46,5%
36,6% 9,9% 46,5%
41 30 71
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
57,7% 42,3% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Stockholders
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
11,188b 1 ,001
9,635 1 ,002
11,628 1 ,001
,002 ,001
11,030 1 ,001
71
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
13,94.
b. 
 
Stockholders * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
8 10 17 35
66,7% 76,9% 43,6% 54,7%
12,5% 15,6% 26,6% 54,7%
4 3 22 29
33,3% 23,1% 56,4% 45,3%
6,3% 4,7% 34,4% 45,3%
12 13 39 64
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,8% 20,3% 60,9% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Stockholders
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
5,227a 2 ,073
5,415 2 ,067
3,334 1 ,068
64
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
0 cells (,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 5,44.
a. 
 
Other investors * Country 
Crosstab
38 30 68
92,7% 100,0% 95,8%
53,5% 42,3% 95,8%
3 3
7,3% 4,2%
4,2% 4,2%
41 30 71
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
57,7% 42,3% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Other investors
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
2,292b 1 ,130
,840 1 ,359
3,391 1 ,066
,258 ,187
2,260 1 ,133
71
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
2 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
1,27.
b. 
 
Other investors * SIZE2 
Crosstab
12 12 37 61
100,0% 92,3% 94,9% 95,3%
18,8% 18,8% 57,8% 95,3%
1 2 3
7,7% 5,1% 4,7%
1,6% 3,1% 4,7%
12 13 39 64
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
18,8% 20,3% 60,9% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Other investors
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,870a 2 ,647
1,391 2 ,499
,300 1 ,584
64
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is ,56.
a. 
 
Trade Unions * Country 
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Crosstab
32 29 61
80,0% 96,7% 87,1%
45,7% 41,4% 87,1%
8 1 9
20,0% 3,3% 12,9%
11,4% 1,4% 12,9%
40 30 70
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
57,1% 42,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Trade Unions
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
4,250b 1 ,039
2,893 1 ,089
4,912 1 ,027
,068 ,040
4,189 1 ,041
70
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
1 cells (25,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,86.
b. 
 
Trade Unions * SIZE2 
Crosstab
11 13 30 54
91,7% 100,0% 78,9% 85,7%
17,5% 20,6% 47,6% 85,7%
1 8 9
8,3% 21,1% 14,3%
1,6% 12,7% 14,3%
12 13 38 63
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
19,0% 20,6% 60,3% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Trade Unions
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
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Chi-Square Tests
3,935a 2 ,140
5,677 2 ,059
2,210 1 ,137
63
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
2 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,71.
a. 
 
Goverment * Country 
Crosstab
35 27 62
87,5% 90,0% 88,6%
50,0% 38,6% 88,6%
5 3 8
12,5% 10,0% 11,4%
7,1% 4,3% 11,4%
40 30 70
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
57,1% 42,9% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
Goverment
Total
Swedish Scottish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,106b 1 ,745
,000 1 1,000
,107 1 ,744
1,000 ,527
,104 1 ,747
70
Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correctiona
Likelihood Ratio
Fisher's Exact Test
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(2-sided)
Exact Sig.
(1-sided)
Computed only for a 2x2 tablea. 
2 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
3,43.
b. 
 
Goverment * SIZE2 
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Crosstab
10 12 34 56
83,3% 92,3% 89,5% 88,9%
15,9% 19,0% 54,0% 88,9%
2 1 4 7
16,7% 7,7% 10,5% 11,1%
3,2% 1,6% 6,3% 11,1%
12 13 38 63
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
19,0% 20,6% 60,3% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
Goverment
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,542a 2 ,763
,515 2 ,773
,200 1 ,654
63
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,33.
a. 
 
The community * Country 
Crosstab
30 30
75,0% 75,0%
75,0% 75,0%
10 10
25,0% 25,0%
25,0% 25,0%
40 40
100,0% 100,0%
100,0% 100,0%
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
Count
% within Country
% of Total
No
Yes
The community
Total
Swedish
Country
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
,
a
40
Pearson Chi-Square
N of Valid Cases
Value
No statistics are computed
because Country is a constant.
a. 
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The community * SIZE2 
Crosstab
3 7 19 29
50,0% 100,0% 76,0% 76,3%
7,9% 18,4% 50,0% 76,3%
3 6 9
50,0% 24,0% 23,7%
7,9% 15,8% 23,7%
6 7 25 38
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
15,8% 18,4% 65,8% 100,0%
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
Count
% within SIZE2
% of Total
No
Yes
The community
Total
Less than 10
employees
10 to 99
employees 100 or more
SIZE2
Total
 
Chi-Square Tests
4,473a 2 ,107
5,732 2 ,057
,564 1 ,453
38
Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases
Value df
Asymp. Sig.
(2-sided)
3 cells (50,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,42.
a. 
 
 
 
Survey results - National differences 
 
T-Test 
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Group Statistics
92 3,08 1,303 ,136
46 3,09 1,330 ,196
90 3,60 1,047 ,110
45 3,44 1,013 ,151
88 1,89 1,055 ,112
45 2,40 1,214 ,181
90 3,49 1,124 ,119
47 3,64 1,206 ,176
88 3,67 ,991 ,106
47 3,55 1,119 ,163
89 3,31 1,134 ,120
47 3,55 ,951 ,139
95 4,48 ,756 ,078
50 4,18 ,850 ,120
90 2,16 1,131 ,119
45 2,47 1,290 ,192
95 4,25 ,729 ,075
50 3,96 ,781 ,111
90 3,36 1,053 ,111
46 3,02 ,977 ,144
94 3,94 ,982 ,101
48 3,58 ,919 ,133
89 3,75 1,014 ,108
46 3,59 1,107 ,163
90 3,79 1,011 ,107
45 3,04 1,224 ,182
92 4,12 1,004 ,105
49 3,90 1,085 ,155
95 3,89 ,928 ,095
49 4,14 ,842 ,120
85 2,94 1,084 ,118
49 3,39 1,320 ,189
98 3,27 1,240 ,125
48 2,71 1,237 ,179
95 2,99 1,162 ,119
46 2,57 1,167 ,172
97 3,32 ,622 ,063
47 2,85 1,103 ,161
96 3,69 ,850 ,087
47 3,15 ,955 ,139
97 2,56 1,181 ,120
47 2,26 1,170 ,171
95 2,94 1,119 ,115
49 1,61 1,017 ,145
95 3,74 1,160 ,119
46 3,43 1,047 ,154
96 2,67 ,914 ,093
47 2,43 ,903 ,132
95 2,40 ,961 ,099
48 2,40 ,962 ,139
95 2,73 1,143 ,117
47 2,68 1,125 ,164
98 3,91 ,874 ,088
48 3,65 1,041 ,150
99 3,81 1,027 ,103
49 3,63 1,149 ,164
99 2,35 1,013 ,102
49 2,53 1,101 ,157
97 2,24 1,078 ,109
49 2,63 1,253 ,179
96 3,52 1,005 ,103
49 3,45 ,891 ,127
96 2,68 1,261 ,129
50 2,56 1,146 ,162
97 3,97 1,015 ,103
48 3,94 1,019 ,147
96 1,68 ,864 ,088
50 2,24 1,041 ,147
93 3,80 ,995 ,103
50 3,30 1,074 ,152
Country
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Swedish
Scottish
Centralised power
Cooperative culture
Highly political
Strong culture
Innovative
In line with trends
Good in serving
customers
Hyperactive rumour mill
Fun to work in
Consensus orientated
Flexible
Open culture
Flat organisation
In line with customer
needs
Successful
Strategy planned in detail
Dynamic - Stable
Complex - Simple
Declining rapidly -
Growing rapidly
Hostile - Friendly
Mature - New
Competitive - Non
competitive
Monopoly - Fragmented
Strong Suppliers - Weak
Suppliers
Strong Buyers - Weak
Buyers
High barriers to entry -
Low Barriers to Low
There is a common
belief inside the
company of the strategicThe firm's strategy is
closely associated with a
specific personThere is resistance to
strategic changes
The strategies follow
from "the way we do
things around here"The attitudes, values,
behaviours, rituals, and
stories of the companyA company or
organisation's rules
should not be broken-Most people can be
trusted
Quite a few employees
have an inherent dislike
of work and will avoid it ifHow often, in your
workenvironment, are
subordinates afraid to
N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error
Mean
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Independent Samples Test
,259 ,612 -,046 136 ,963 -,01 ,237 -,479 ,458
-,046 88,445 ,964 -,01 ,239 -,485 ,463
,073 ,788 ,823 133 ,412 ,16 ,189 -,219 ,530
,832 90,808 ,408 ,16 ,187 -,216 ,527
1,234 ,269 -2,523 131 ,013 -,51 ,204 -,916 -,111
-2,411 78,651 ,018 -,51 ,213 -,938 -,090
,464 ,497 -,720 135 ,473 -,15 ,207 -,560 ,261
-,705 87,901 ,483 -,15 ,212 -,571 ,272
2,874 ,092 ,626 133 ,533 ,12 ,187 -,253 ,488
,603 84,737 ,548 ,12 ,194 -,269 ,504
1,441 ,232 -1,231 134 ,220 -,24 ,194 -,622 ,145
-1,300 108,912 ,196 -,24 ,184 -,602 ,125
,003 ,954 2,206 143 ,029 ,30 ,138 ,032 ,577
2,127 90,175 ,036 ,30 ,143 ,020 ,588
1,684 ,197 -1,437 133 ,153 -,31 ,217 -,739 ,117
-1,375 78,585 ,173 -,31 ,226 -,761 ,139
,066 ,798 2,241 143 ,027 ,29 ,131 ,035 ,551
2,193 93,887 ,031 ,29 ,133 ,028 ,558
,611 ,436 1,792 134 ,075 ,33 ,186 -,035 ,702
1,836 96,956 ,069 ,33 ,182 -,027 ,695
,838 ,362 2,070 140 ,040 ,35 ,170 ,016 ,690
2,115 100,514 ,037 ,35 ,167 ,022 ,684
1,000 ,319 ,873 133 ,384 ,17 ,190 -,210 ,542
,849 84,405 ,399 ,17 ,195 -,223 ,555
1,357 ,246 3,754 133 ,000 ,74 ,198 ,352 1,137
3,523 74,844 ,001 ,74 ,211 ,323 1,165
,294 ,589 1,214 139 ,227 ,22 ,183 -,139 ,583
1,185 91,697 ,239 ,22 ,187 -,150 ,593
,664 ,416 -1,568 142 ,119 -,25 ,158 -,561 ,065
-1,618 105,824 ,109 -,25 ,153 -,552 ,056
2,213 ,139 -2,118 132 ,036 -,45 ,211 -,864 -,030
-2,010 85,218 ,048 -,45 ,222 -,888 -,005
,043 ,836 2,552 144 ,012 ,56 ,218 ,126 ,988
2,554 93,645 ,012 ,56 ,218 ,124 ,990
,315 ,576 2,029 139 ,044 ,42 ,209 ,011 ,838
2,026 88,790 ,046 ,42 ,209 ,008 ,840
15,768 ,000 3,257 142 ,001 ,47 ,144 ,184 ,753
2,711 60,561 ,009 ,47 ,173 ,123 ,814
,003 ,954 3,416 141 ,001 ,54 ,158 ,227 ,850
3,282 82,576 ,002 ,54 ,164 ,212 ,865
,802 ,372 1,440 142 ,152 ,30 ,209 -,112 ,715
1,445 91,933 ,152 ,30 ,209 -,113 ,716
2,051 ,154 6,939 142 ,000 1,32 ,191 ,947 1,702
7,155 105,611 ,000 1,32 ,185 ,958 1,692
1,973 ,162 1,496 139 ,137 ,30 ,202 -,097 ,701
1,550 97,843 ,124 ,30 ,195 -,085 ,689
,043 ,836 1,488 141 ,139 ,24 ,162 -,079 ,561
1,494 92,462 ,138 ,24 ,161 -,079 ,562
,030 ,862 ,024 141 ,981 ,00 ,170 -,332 ,341
,024 94,362 ,981 ,00 ,170 -,334 ,342
,001 ,974 ,224 140 ,823 ,05 ,203 -,356 ,446
,225 93,130 ,822 ,05 ,202 -,355 ,446
3,132 ,079 1,597 144 ,112 ,26 ,164 -,062 ,587
1,505 80,416 ,136 ,26 ,174 -,085 ,609
2,246 ,136 ,940 146 ,349 ,18 ,187 -,193 ,544
,905 86,803 ,368 ,18 ,194 -,210 ,561
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
Centralised power
Cooperative culture
Highly political
Strong culture
Innovative
In line with trends
Good in serving
customers
Hyperactive rumour mill
Fun to work in
Consensus orientated
Flexible
Open culture
Flat organisation
In line with customer
needs
Successful
Strategy planned in detail
Dynamic - Stable
Complex - Simple
Declining rapidly -
Growing rapidly
Hostile - Friendly
Mature - New
Competitive - Non
competitive
Monopoly - Fragmented
Strong Suppliers - Weak
Suppliers
Strong Buyers - Weak
Buyers
High barriers to entry -
Low Barriers to Low
There is a common
belief inside the
company of the strategic
direction it is taking
The firm's strategy is
closely associated with a
specific person
F Sig.
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean
Difference
Std. Error
Difference Lower Upper
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
t-test for Equality of Means
 
  
 
 
Jag är en forskarstuderande vid St. Andrews Universitet i Skottland som håller på att skriva en 
doktorsavhandling inom ’Strategic Management’. Syftet med min avhandling är att försöka 
beskriva vilka små och medelstora företag som har visioner, och hur de i så fall kommer fram 
till dessa. Studien kommer även att innehålla en jämförelse mellan Svenska och Skotska 
företag i detta avseende. Det vore tacksamt on Ni kunde svara på enkäten, då Ert svar behövs 
för att jag skall få ett forskningsmässigt bra resultat på min doktorsavhandling. Om inte för 
vetenskapen så för Er egna del. De frågor som återfinns i enkäten återpeglar viktiga faktorer 
som kan ha väsentlig betydelse för Ert företags framtida framgång. 
 
Ert företag är ett av 180 företags i Sverige som slumpmässigt blivit utvalt att ingå i denna 
studie, och Ni ombedes svara på denna enkät. Det är tänkt att VD eller någon annan som är 
insatt i företagets strategiska planering skall svara på enkäten. Frågorna är av varierande 
typ, de flesta har fasta svarsalternativ där Ni kryssar i det/de alternativ som Ni anser passar ert 
företags situation. Jag beräknar att det tar ca 25 minuter att fylla i enkäten beroende på era 
svar. Era svar kommer att behandlas anonymt enligt forskningspraxis, där svaren kommer att 
sammanställas på ett sådan sätt att de inte kan härledas till Ert företag eller Er personligen. 
Som tack för hjälpen lovar jag att skicka ut en sammanställning av resultatet från studien. Se 
bara till att markera detta i slutet av enkäten. 
 
 
Om det är några frågor är ni varmt välkommen att kontakta mig per e-mail, post eller telefon 
e-mail: te1@st-andrews.ac.uk eller    erikssontom@hotmail.com 
Telefon: +0044-1334-462820 (mellan 10:00 och 18:00) 
Adresser: 
 
Thomas Eriksson  Thomas Eriksson 
Department of Management Arvid Lindmansgatan 3A 
St.Katharine’s West  417 26 Göteborg 
The Scores   Sweden 
St. Andrews 
Fife 
KY16 9AZ 
Scotland  
UK 
 
 
Tack på förhand! 
 
 
Thomas Eriksson 
Doktorand 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
I am a research student at the University of St. Andrews writing a doctoral thesis in the area of 
strategic management under the supervision of Prof. Peter McKiernan. The purpose of my 
study is to describe whether or not small and medium sized companies have a vision or other 
form of strategic direction, and how it is developed. The study will also include a comparison 
between Scottish and Swedish firms. 
 
Your company is one of 180 firms, which has been selected to be included in this study. 
Hence, your contribution in filling out this academic investigation would be most valuable. 
The survey has been designed for the CEO or someone responsible for strategic planning in 
your company.  
 
The questions, although slightly varied, are mostly closed-ended. Please tick the one best 
answer (unless otherwise indicated) that you think best describes your company’s situation. It 
takes approximately 20 minutes to complete the questions. Answers will be dealt with 
according to academic research norms, which will guarantee your anonymity. The results will 
be described in such a way that responses cannot be linked to your company or to you 
personally. 
 
Again your response will be considered most valuable to my doctoral research and as a sign 
of my gratitude for your contribution I promise to send you a summary report of the results.  
 
Please contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Thank you, in anticipation of an early response. 
 
Kind Regards,  
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Thomas Eriksson 
PhD. Candidate 
 
E-mail: te1@st-and.ac.uk or erikssontom@spray.se 
Telephone: 01334-462820 (office hours) 
Address: 
 
Thomas Eriksson 
Department of Management 
St.Katharine’s West 
The Scores 
St.Andrews 
Fife 
KY16 9AZ 
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Instruktioner vid ifyllnad av enkäten.                                     
 
- Vid de fasta svarsalternativen kryssar Ni för någon (eller i vissa fall fler) av rutorna    
- I vissa fall kan det förekomma att Ni skall skriva något, vilket i så fall är markerat med 
……………………. 
- Det vore bra om Ni kunde svara inom 10 dagar. 
 
Om det är några frågor är Ni välkommen att kontakta mig på e-mail: te1@st-andrews.ac.uk 
eller    erikssontom@hotmail.com 
 
Tack på förhand! 
Del 1. Generella frågor om ert företag 
 
1. Vad sysslar ert företag med?   
 
 Tillverkning av icke varaktiga konsumentvaror  
 Tillverkning av kapitalvaror  
 Annan tillverkning 
 Forskning och utveckling 
 Detalj eller varuförsäljning 
 Fritidsverksamhet 
 Finansiella tjänster 
 Andra tjänster 
 Allmännyttig verksamhet 
 Annat (vänligen uppge) ……………………………………………………………………. 
 
2. I vilken bransch är ert företag? ……………………………………………………………… 
 
3. Hur många anställda har ert företag (ungefärligen)? ……………… 
 
4. Vad är den årliga omsättningen? ……………… 
 
5. Hur gammalt är företaget? ……………… 
 
6. Företaget är: 
 Ett moderbolag 
 Ett dotterbolag  
 Oberoende 
  
7. Hur skulle Ni vilja beskriva ert företags ägarsituation?  
 Personligt ägt och styrt  
 Personligt ägt men ej personligt styrt  
 Spritt ägande – Professionellt styrt 
 Partnership: ägt och styrt 
 Annat (vänligen uppge) ……………………………………………………………………. 
 
8. Hur anser Ni att ert företag presterar i relation till andra företag i er bransch?  
 
Lönsamhet                   Mycket under genomsnitt       Mycket över genomsnitt 
Försäljningstillväxt         Mycket under genomsnitt       Mycket över genomsnitt 
Marknadsandel               Mycket under genomsnitt       Mycket över genomsnitt 
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I nedanstående frågor skall Ni ta ställning till ett par påstående. Markera 
det alternativ som Ni tycker passar bäst in på ert företag. 
 
9. Hur skulle Ni beskriva ert företag?  
Centraliserad makt           Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Platt organisation    Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Horisontal integration    Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Vertikal integration     Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Starkt politiserad  Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Stark kultur   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Innovativ   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
I linje med trender  Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Bra service till kunder   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Långsam anpassning till nya trender  Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Hyperaktiv ryktesspridning Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Förvirrande syfte  Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Olika/konkurrerande syften Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Rolig att arbeta i  Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Konsensusorienterat beslutsfattande Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Flexibel   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Öppen kultur   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Samarbetande kultur  Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Lever när kunder  Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
Framgångsrikt  Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt  
 
10. Hur skulle Ni beskriva ert företags marknad?                                                         
    Dynamisk         Stabil 
   Komplex         Enkel  
                                    Minskar kraftigt         Växer kraftigt 
      Fientlig         Vänlig 
       Mogen         Ny 
              Tävlingsinriktad        Icke tävlingsinriktad  
                 Monopolistisk         Många företag 
       Mäktiga leverantörer         Svaga leverantörer 
               Mäktiga köpare         Svaga köpare 
   Höga etableringshinder          Låg etableringshinder 
 
11. Företaget utvecklar sin strategi genom att experimentera och prova nya tillvägagångssätt?
   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
 
12. Företagets strategi är kontinuerligt anpassad efter de förändringar som sker på marknaden.
   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
 
13. Företagets strategi är responsen av marknadsinfluenser  
   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
 
14. Det finns en gemensam uppfattning inom företaget i vilken strategisk riktning företaget är 
på väg.   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
 
15. Företagets strategi är mycket influerad av en speciell person  
   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
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16. Det finns motstånd mot strategiska förändringar   
   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
 
17. Företagets strategi kan förklaras med ”så vi gör saker här”  
   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
 
18. Företagets strategi är starkt påverkad av VDn   
   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
 
19. Företagets strategi är planerad i detalj   
   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
 
20. De attityder, värderingar, normer, ritualer och historier som finns inom företaget 
återspeglar den riktning vi strävar mot.   
Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
 
21. Ett företags regler skall icke brytas – även om en anställd tycker att det är för företagets 
bästa.     Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
 
22. Man kan lita på människor Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt
  
23. Ganska många anställda har en olust till arbete och försöker undvika arbete om de kan.  
   Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
 
24. Hur ofta, i din arbetsmiljö, är underförordade rädda för att utrycka sitt missnöje med sina 
chefer?   
 Väldigt ofta –   Ofta -  Ibland –  Sällan–  Väldigt sällan 
 
25. Fokuserar ert företag på att vinna?  Instämmer inte alls       Instämmer helt 
 
26. Ange hur ofta ert företag samlar in information för att hålla er uppdaterad inom följande 
områden?  
Ekonomiska trender   Aldrig      Ofta 
Teknologiska trender    Aldrig      Ofta 
Demografiska trender   Aldrig      Ofta 
Kunders behov och preferenser   Aldrig      Ofta 
Konkurrenters strategier   Aldrig      Ofta 
Leverantörers strategier    Aldrig      Ofta 
 
27.  Ange hur ofta ert företag samlar in följande information om er omvärld? 
 
Samlar information från leverantörer och andra distributionsaktörer  
    Aldrig      Ofta 
Rutinmässigt samlar in åsikter från era kunder Aldrig      Ofta 
Följer era konkurrenters handlande och taktik Aldrig      Ofta 
Försäljningsprognoser, kundattityder, teknologi, etc. Aldrig      Ofta 
Speciella marknadsundersökning  Aldrig      Ofta 
Bransch tidningar, Statliga rapporter, nyhetsmedia  Aldrig      Ofta 
 
28. Använder ert företag några prognostekniker?  
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 Ja,  Nej,  Vet ej 
Om ja, (var vänlig ange vilka)……………………………………………………………… 
 
29. Om ja, hur tillförlitliga anser Ni dessa vara?     Vet ej 
             Inte alls      väldigt mycket  
 
30. Hur ofta tycker Ni att cheferna i ert företag i grupp diskuterar, beskriver och tänker om 
framtiden?  
               Alldeles för lite   För lite   Lagom   För mycket    Alldeles för mycket 
 
31. Uppskattningsvis hur många timmar per vecka? ………….. 
 
32. Uppskattningsvis hur många timmar per vecka spenderar Ni personligen åt att tänka på ert 
företags framtid? ……………… 
 
Del 2. Frågor rörande ert företags vision/långsiktiga mål och riktning 
 
33. Har ert företag en uttalad eller nedskriven vision?  
 Ja  Nej  Vet ej  (om nej, fortsätt på fråga 38  
I så fall, var vänlig och beskriv den i en mening eller två? 
………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………..………. 
34. Skulle Ni säga att den är av en positiv eller negativ natur?  
 Positiv = Vad företaget vill uppnå  
 Negativ = Vad företaget vill undvika  
 Inget av de båda 
 
35. Hur är visionen uttryckt?  
 En bild 
 Ord 
 Beteende mönster 
 Annat (vänligen uppge)…………………………………………………………………. 
 
36. Om den är skriven i ord, är den då uttryckt som:  
 Kort metafor 
 Slogan  
 Minnesvärd framställning 
 Annat (vänligen uppge)…………………………………………………………………. 
 
37. Vad anser du vara visionens strategiska fokus? (flera alternativ är möjliga) 
 Regional tillväxt 
 Marknadsandelstillväxt 
 Fusioner/partnerskap/Joint Venture 
 Kostnader 
 Kundorientering 
 Innovation 
 Annat (vänligen uppge)………………………………………………………………… 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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38. Har ert företag ett klart långsiktigt mål?                   Ja  Nej  Vet ej    
       
39. Har ert företag en ide´ vad det försöker uppnå eller bli i framtiden?  
                                                                      Ja  Nej  Vet ej       
 
40. Har ert företag en känsla av riktning vart det är på väg?  
 Ja  Nej  Vet ej    
 
41. Har ert företag ett specifikt mål att uppnå som är relativt till en konkurrent (t.ex. “Canon 
strävade att besegra Xerox”). Honda strävade till att bli ett andra Ford, en ”bil-pionjär”) 
                                                                       Ja  Nej  Vet ej   
  
I så fall, var vänlig och beskriv det i en mening eller två?  …………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………….   
 
 
 
Om Ni svarat JA på någon av frågorna 38 - 41 skall Ni svara på nedanstående frågor, 
annars fortsätter Ni vid nästa sida.                                  
 
42. Är det framstället som en image eller bild hur situationen kommer att vara när målet eller 
riktningen är uppnådd?                                                         Ja  Nej  Vet ej   
      
43. Skulle du säga att den är av en positiv eller negativ natur?  
 Positiv = Vad företaget vill uppnå  
 Negativ = Vad företaget vill undvika  
 Inget av de båda 
 
44. Hur är målet eller riktningen uttryckt?  
 En bild 
 Ord 
 Beteende mönster 
 Annat (vänligen uppge)……………………………………………………………….. 
 
45. Om den är skriven i ord, är den då uttryckt som:  
 Kort metafor 
 Slogan  
 Minnesvärd framställning 
 Annat (vänligen uppge) ……………………………………………………………….. 
 
46. Vad anser Ni vara ”målet eller riktningens” strategiska fokus? (flera alternativ är möjliga) 
 Regional tillväxt 
 Marknadsandels tillväxt 
 Fusioner/partnerskap/Joint Venture 
 Kostnader 
 Kundorientering 
 Innovation 
 Annat (vänligen uppge) ……………………………………………………………….. 
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Om du svarat nej på samtliga av frågorna 33, 
38, 39, 40 eller 41 skall ni fortsätta vid fråga 92.  
 
Följande frågor rör företagets vision. Om ni angivet att ert företag inte har någon vision 
så gäller frågan för företagets långsiktiga mål, strategisk riktning, idé vart ni är på väg 
etc. (beroende på vad ni svarat på frågorna 38-41). Det vill säga, där det frågas om 
vision (och angivit att ni inte har någon vision) så tänk att frågan istället gäller ert 
företags långsiktiga mål, strategisk riktning, idé vart ni är på väg etc.   
  
47. När utvecklade ert företag er nuvarande vision eller strategiska riktning? (fler än ett 
alternativ är möjligt) 
 Under en kris 
 Behov av handlande 
 Efter att varit framgångsrik 
 Ny ledare eller VD 
 Ny ägare 
 Annan situation (Var vänlig och beskriv den situation som ledde till att ni utvecklade er 
nuvarande vision) ……………………………………………………………………. 
 
48. När var det? …………………  
 
49. Har företaget någon gång ändrat sin vision eller strategisk riktning?  
 Ja,   Nej,   Vet ej 
 
50. Har företagets visionen (eller strategiska riktning) varit med sedan start?  
 Ja,   Nej,   Vet ej 
51. Hur var visionen utvecklad?  
 Om ni inte vet, markera här och gå vidare till fråga 59 
 
 Ingen formell metod/tillvägagångssätt 
 Integrerad i den strategiska planerings processen  
 Diskussion   
 ’Workshop’   
 Konferens  
 Annan metod - var vänlig uppge ……………………………………………………….
  
52. Hur lång tid tog det att utveckla visionen? …………………… 
 
53. Liknar någon av nedanstående beskrivningar den process som ni gick igenom när ni 
utvecklade er vision?  
  
 Processen startade med att ni försökte uttrycka visionen (möjligen efter en 
analys av företaget omvärld) och därefter analysera och jämföra företagets 
styrkor, svagheter och mission gentemot visionen  
 
 Processen startade med att ni analyserade företagets styrkor, svagheter och 
mission, samt en analys av företagets omvärld, och först där efter försökte att 
uttrycka visionen.  
 
 Ingen av de båda - var vänlig uppge………….………….…………………. 
ENKÄT AVSEENDE VISION OCH LÅNGSIKTIGA MÅL       Copyright: Thomas Eriksson, 2002 
 
 7 
54. Skulle Ni säga att utvecklingsprocessen var av en pågående natur?  
 Ja     Nej    Vet ej 
55. Hur skulle Ni vilja beskriva processen?  
Lätt         Svår 
Onyttig         Nyttig 
Långsam        Snabb 
56. Var vänlig markera vilken/vilka tekniker Ni använt i utvecklingen av visionen. 
  
 Brainstorming 
 Benchmarking 
 Marknadsanalys  
 Scenario planering 
 Konkurrensanalys 
 PEST – analys 
 SWOT – analys (analys av styrkor, svagheter, möjligheter och hot) 
 TOWS - analys 
 Omvärlds-analys  
 Balance scorecard 
 Value chain- analysis (analys av värdekedjan) 
 McKinsey’s 7S’s metod 
 Boston Matrisen 
 Porters 5 forces – analys 
 Kritiska framgångs faktorer  
 Andra ………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
57. Vilka faktorer var analyserade i utvecklingen av företagets vision (eller strategiska 
riktning)?        Om ni inte vet, markera här och gå vidare till fråga 59 
 
Var vänlig markera en av följande: 1 - före formuleringen av visionen  
   2 – efter formuleringen av visionen (ex. vid test av 
      strategier för att nå visionen) 
Politiska faktorer               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Ekonomiska faktorer               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Sociala/kulturella faktorer               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Teknologiska faktorer               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Legala faktorer               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Miljöfaktorer                            1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Branschanalys, konkurrenter              1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Marknadsanalys               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Företagets image               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Produkten/er                1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Företagskontakter               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Organisationsstrukturen               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Företagskulturen, värderingar och normer           1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Företagets affärsidé               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Företagets mission               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Kärnkompetens               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Nuvarande strategi               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Annan ………….………….………….……        1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Fortsättning på följande sida  
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Kund(er)                1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Konkurrent(er)               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Leverantör/er               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Aktieägare                1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Övriga investerare               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Fackliga organisationer               1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Myndigheter                1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Övriga samhället                1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
Annan ………….………….………….………    1    2                 ej analyserat faktorn 
 
58. Anser Ni att visionen till stor del är baserad på intuition          
   håller inte med       håller starkt med  
 
59. Var någonstans var visionen utvecklad?  
 I en konferens  
 Extern ‘workshop’   
 Intern ‘workshop’  
 I styrelserummet  
 Annat (var vänlig uppge) ………….………….………….………….………….…………. 
 Vet ej 
 
60. Var visionen utvecklad av:  
 En person 
 Liten grupp 
 Bredare inblandning  
 Annat (var vänlig uppge) ………….………….………….………….………….…………. 
 Vet ej 
 
61. Vem var inblandad i utvecklingen av visionen?  
   Jag vet inte vem som var inblandad  
Interna     
VD    Ja   Till viss del  Nej 
Styrelsen    Ja   Till viss del  Nej 
De högre cheferna    Ja   Till viss del  Nej           har ej hos oss 
Mellancheferna   Ja   Till viss del  Nej           har ej hos oss 
Lägre chefer    Ja   Till viss del  Nej           har ej hos oss 
Öviga anställda   Ja   Till viss del  Nej 
Andra (var vänlig uppge) ……………..  Ja   Till viss del  Nej 
 
Externa 
Konsult(er)    Ja   Till viss del  Nej 
Kund(er)    Ja   Till viss del  Nej 
Konkurrent(er)   Ja   Till viss del  Nej 
Leverantör(er)   Ja   Till viss del  Nej 
Aktieägare    Ja   Till viss del  Nej 
Andra investerare   Ja   Till viss del  Nej 
Fackliga organisation(er)   Ja   Till viss del  Nej 
Andra (var vänlig uppge) ……………..  Ja   Till viss del  Nej 
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62. Vem var ansvarig för utvecklingen av visionen? (Var vänlig och ange fler om ansvaret var 
delat)   Vet ej 
    
Interna     
 VD    
 Styrelsen    
 De högre cheferna    
 Mellancheferna   
 Lägre chefer   
 Öviga anställda   
 Andra (var vänlig uppge) ……………..
  
  
Externa 
 Konsult(er)   
 Kund(er)    
 Konkurrent(er)   
 Leverantör(er)   
 Aktieägare   
 Andra investerare   
 Fackliga organisation(er)  
 Andra (var vänlig uppge) …………….
63. Fanns det en person som hjälpte/styrde processen?   
 Ja, en extern  Ja, en intern  Nej  Vet ej  
 
64. Om ja. Vad hade den personen för bakgrund:  
 Beteende vetenskap   Strategi  Teknik  Ekonomi  
 Annat (var vänlig uppge) ……………………………. 
 Vet ej 
 
65.  Hur mycket var Ni involverad i processen?  
Inte alls       Mycket 
 
66. Varför har eller utvecklade ert företag en vision (eller långsiktigt mål/ riktningsvisare)? 
Var vänlig, gradera respektive faktor  
 
Image för omvärlden (tex., investerare, kunder eller leverantörer) 
                                    Inte alls       Väldigt mycket  -  Vet ej 
Öka vinsten/marknadsandelen            Inte alls       Väldigt mycket  -  Vet ej 
Motivera de anställda                   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket  -  Vet ej 
Öka det strategiska tänkandet             Inte alls       Väldigt mycket  -  Vet ej 
Lyfta perspektivet                    Inte alls       Väldigt mycket  -  Vet ej 
Fokusera och tänka långsiktigt           Inte alls       Väldigt mycket  -  Vet ej 
Skapa en gemensam identitet              Inte alls       Väldigt mycket  -  Vet ej 
Ange en riktning                       Inte alls       Väldigt mycket  -  Vet ej 
Öka flexibiliteten                  Inte alls       Väldigt mycket  -  Vet ej 
Annat (vänligen uppge) ……………  Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
  
67. Anser Ni att visionen sammanfattar företagets strategi   Ja   Nej  Vet ej 
 
68. Hur väl vägleder den strategin? Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
69. Till vilken grad är den framtidsorienterad?  
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
70. Hur troligt är det att den leder till en bättre framtid för företaget? 
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
71. Hur väl passar den med företagets historia, värderingar och kultur 
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
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72. Till vilken grad anvisar den en förträfflig standard och höga ideal? 
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
73. Till vilken grad förtydligar den företagets syfte? 
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
74. Till vilken grad förtydligar den en riktning?  
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
75. Till vilken grad inspirerar den till entusiasm och leder till engagemang? 
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
76. Till vilken grad återspeglar den vad som är unikt för företaget, speciell kompetens och vad 
det står för?   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
77. Till vilken grad är den ambitiös? Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
78. Är den lätt att kommunicera, (enkel och tydlig)? 
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
79. Till vilken grad är den inspirerande och motiverande? 
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
80. Till vilken grad motiverar och ”drar” den emot förträfflighet? 
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
81. Till vilken grad anser Ni att företagets vision passar med företagets omvärld? 
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
82. Hur väl anser Ni att företagets utvärderingssystem ligger i linje med visionen?  
   Har ej ett utvärderingssystem  
Inte alls       Väldigt mycket                
 
83. Hur väl anser Ni att företagets utvärderingssystem vad avser personal, ligger i linje med 
visionen? 
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
84. Hur väl anser Ni att företagets struktur vara i linje med visionen?  
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
85. Hur väl anser Ni att företagets operativa principer och processer är i linje med visionen?  
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
86. Hur väl anser Ni att företagets värderingar är i linje med visionen? 
   Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
87. Till vilken grad anser Ni att företaget har den kompetens som behövs för att nå visionen?  
Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
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88. Hur väl anser du att företagets vision har blivit implementerad?  
Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
 
89. Hur anser Ni att visionen har påverkat företagets vinst?  
Mycket negativt        Mycket positivt  
 
90.  Hur anser Ni att visionen har påverkat företagets försäljning?  
Mycket negativt        Mycket positivt 
 
91. Till vilken grad anser Ni att respektive kategori delar visionen? 
VD        Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
Styrelsen        Inte alls       Väldigt mycket         ej tillämpad 
De högre cheferna        Inte alls       Väldigt mycket         ej tillämpad 
Mellancheferna       Inte alls       Väldigt mycket         ej tillämpad 
Lägre chefer        Inte alls       Väldigt mycket         ej tillämpad 
Öviga anställda       Inte alls       Väldigt mycket   
  
Del 3 - Slutliga frågor 
 
92. Har ert företag ett uttalad eller nedskriven affärsidé?  Ja  Nej  Vet ej    
 
93. I så fall, var vänlig och beskriv den i en mening eller två? ………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………  
………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
94. Var vänlig och uppge vilka faktorer som Ni anser företagets affärsidé uttrycker (notera att 
fler en ett alternativ är möjligt)  
  
 Företagets produkter eller service  
 Företagets mål 
 Överlevnad, tillväxt, avkastning  
 Företagets Självkoncept  
 Offentlig image  
 Normer och värderingar som företaget tror på 
 Tillfredställelse av intressenters behov 
 Företagets syfte (varför företaget existerar)  
 Strategi (som konkurrenssituation, distinkt kompetens)  
 Standarder för agerande  
 Vad företaget vill bli  
 Vem företaget vill serva 
 Företagets filosofi  
 Företagets produkter 
 Företagets marknad  
 Företagets teknologi 
 Övrigt (vänligen uppge) …………………………………………………………… 
 Övrigt (vänligen uppge) …………………………………………………………… 
 Vet ej 
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95. Hur länge har Ni arbetat i företaget? ……………………………………………  
 
96. Vad har Ni för position i företaget? …………………………………………….. 
 
97. Hur länge har Ni haft nuvarande position? ……………………………………… 
 
98. Vad tycker Ni om frågeenkäten? 
Frågorna var relevanta    Ja    Något    Nej 
För många frågor    Ja    Något    Nej 
Jag saknade frågeområden    Ja    Något    Nej 
Frågorna var lätta att förstå   Ja    Något    Nej 
Det var lätt att fylla i frågorna    Ja    Något    Nej 
Det var givande att fylla i frågorna   Ja    Något    Nej  
 
99. Hur lång tid tog det att besvara enkäten? ……..minuter. 
 
100. Skulle Ni kunna ställa upp på några intervjuer?   Ja    Nej
  
101. Vill Ni ha en sammanfattande rapport av studiens resultat?   Ja    Nej 
 
102. Om Ni svarat ja på någon av ovanstående frågor, var då vänlig och skriv ned, kontakt 
namn, adress, e-mail och telefonnummer.  
……………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………. 
 
103. Har Ni några synpunkter angående enkäten, saknade frågor, var i så fall vänlig och skriv 
ned dessa nedan. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
Om det är några frågor är ni välkommen att kontakta mig på e-mail:  
te1@st-andrews.ac.uk    eller    erikssontom@hotmail.com 
  
Tack så mycket för att Ni tog er tid att fylla i enkäten.  
 
Lägg i enkäten i det förbetalda kuvertet och skicka iväg. 
 
Tack så mycket! 
  
Thomas Eriksson  
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Instructions  
• In most cases please tick one box  unless otherwise indicated. 
• If possible, please return the survey within 7 days. 
 
If there are any questions, please contact me by e-mail or telephone. 
 
E-mail: te1@st-and.ac.uk  or erikssontom@spray.se 
Tel: 01334 - 462820 
 
Thank you! 
 
Part 1. – General questions about your company, please describe how you see your 
company. Please mark the alternative that you think best describes your company.  
 
1. How would you describe your company? 
 
           Strongly                 Strongly                     Strongly                 Strongly 
           disagree                     agree                 disagree                     agree
Centralised power                         
Cooperative culture                 
Highly political                 
Strong culture                 
Innovative                 
In line with general trends                 
Good in serving our customer                  
Hyperactive rumour mill                 
Fun to work in                 
Consensus orientated                 
Flexible                 
Open culture                 
Flat organisation                  
In line with customer needs                 
Successful                  
Strategy planned in detail                 
         Strongly              Strongly 
        disagree                     agree 
There is a common belief inside the company of the strategic direction it is 
taking.                    
The firm’s strategy is closely associated with a specific person.                   
There is resistance to strategic changes.                     
The strategies follow from “the way we do things around here”.                   
The attitudes, values, behaviours, rituals, and stories of the company reflect the 
direction we wish to take.                                                           
A company or organisation’s rules should not be broken- even when the 
employee thinks it is in the organisation’s best interests.                    
Most people can be trusted.                    
Quite a few employees have an inherent dislike of work and will avoid it if they 
can.                   
 
2. How frequently, in your work environment, are subordinates afraid to express disagreement with their 
superiors?   Very frequently –   Frequently -  Sometimes –  Seldom –  Very seldom 
 
3. How would you describe the company’s market? 
Dynamic         Stable 
Complex         Simple  
Hostile         Friendly  
Mature         New 
Monopoly         Fragmented 
 
Competitive                      Non competitive 
Low growth          High growth 
Declining rapidly          Growing rapidly 
Strong suppliers           Weak suppliers 
Strong buyers           Weak buyers   
High barriers to entry        Low barriers to entry
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4. Please, specify how often your company collects information to keep updated in the following areas?  
   
Political trends  Never      Frequently 
Economic trends  Never      Frequently 
Technological trends  Never      Frequently  
Demographic trends   Never      Frequently 
Customer’s needs and preferences Never      Frequently 
Competitor’s strategies  Never      Frequently 
Supplier strategies  Never      Frequently 
 
5. Does your company use any forecasting techniques?     Yes    No   Don’t know 
 
6. If yes, please specify how reliable you believe these to be?          Not at all      Very much 
  
Part 2. – Questions about your company’s vision, long-term goal or direction 
 
7. Does your company have a stated or written vision?            
                                      Yes  No  Don’t know (if no, please continue at question 12)    
 
If yes, would you please write it down or describe it in a sentence or two. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
8. Would you say it is of the positive or negative kind?  
 Positive = what the company wants to achieve 
 Negative = what the company wants to avoid 
 Neither 
 
9. How is the vision stated?  
 A picture 
 Words 
 Behavioural standards 
 Other (please specify) ……………………………………………………………………. 
 
10. Is it written as a:  
 Short metaphor 
 Slogan  
 Memorable statement 
 Other (please specify) ……………………………………………………………………. 
 Not written 
 
11. What is the strategic focus of the vision? (more than one alternative is possible)   
 Regional growth 
 Market share growth 
 Mergers/Partnership/Joint Venture 
 Cost 
 Customer focus 
 Innovation 
 Other (please specify) ………………………………………………………………… 
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12. Does your company have a clear long-term goal? 
     Yes  No  Don’t know    
 
13. Does your company have an idea of what it attempts to achieve or to become in the future? 
                                                  Yes  No  Don’t know    
 
14. Does your company have a sense of direction where it is heading? 
                                                                                               Yes  No  Don’t know  
 
15. Does your organisation have a specific goal to accomplish relative to a competitor or other 
company (e.g. “Canon sought to beat Xerox. Honda strove to become a second Ford, an automotive 
pioneer”)                                                                        Yes   No   Don’t know 
 
If it does, please try to write in one or two lines:  
…………………………………………………..…………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………..  
………………………………………………………………………………………………..  
 
Relating to the questions above- (if you have marked No on all, please move to the next page). 
 
16. Would you say it is of the positive or negative kind?  
 Positive = what the company wants to achieve 
 Negative = what the company wants to avoid 
 Neither 
 
17. How is it stated?  
 A picture 
 Words 
 Behaviour standards 
 Other (please specify) ……………………………………………………………………. 
 
18. Is it written as a:  
 Short metaphor 
 Slogan  
 Memorable statement 
 Other (please specify) ……………………………………………………………………. 
 Not written 
 
19. What is the strategic focus of the long term goal/direction? (more than one alternative is possible)  
 Regional growth 
 Market share growth 
 Mergers/Partnership/Joint Venture 
 Cost 
 Customer focus 
 Innovation 
 Other (please specify) ……………………………………………………………………. 
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If you have answered ‘No’ on 7, 12, 13, 14 and 15, please continue at 
question 43. If you answered ‘Yes’ please continue at question 20. 
 
The following questions are about your company’s vision. If your company does not 
have a vision, theses questions may stand for your company’s long-term goal, strategic 
direction or idea of what it aims to achieve (depending what you have answered on 
question 12-15). That means, where it asks about your company’s vision (and you have 
marked that it does not have one) then may the question refer to your company’s long 
term goal, strategic direction or idea of what your company aims to achieve. 
 
20. When did your company develop its vision or set its present strategic direction?  
 A crisis 
 Need for action 
 After been successful 
 New CEO or leader 
 New owner 
 Other situation (please describe the situation that triggered 
the development of the present vision) ……………………….. 
……………………………………………………………….…
 
21. How long ago was that? ………. 
 
22. Has the company ever changed its vision (or strategic direction if it does not have a vision)? 
     Yes   No   I Don’t know 
 
23. Has the vision been the same from start?   Yes   No   I Don’t know 
 
24. How was the vision developed? 
 I you don’t know please mark here and then move on to question number 33 
 
 No formal approach/method 
 Integrated into the strategic planning process,  
 Discussion   
 Workshop   
 Conference  
 Other method  (please specify)  ………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
  
25. How would you describe the process? Which steps did your company go through to develop the vision? 
.………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
26. How long did it take to develop the vision?………. 
 
27. Would you say the process is of a continuous nature?   Yes     No    Don’t know 
 
28. How would you describe the process?  Easy                 Difficult   
Useless            Valuable 
Slow                 Fast 
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29. Please tick the following technique(s) used to support the development of the vision. 
 Brainstorming 
 Bench marking 
 Market analysis 
 Scenario planning 
 Competitor analysis 
 PEST - analysis 
 SWOT - analysis 
 TOWS - analysis 
 Environmental analysis 
 Balance scorecard 
 Value chain- analysis 
 McKinsey’s 7S’s framework 
 Boston Matrix 
 Porter’s 5 forces - analysis 
 Critical success factors 
 None of the above 
 Other (please specify) 
…………………………………………………
………………………………………………… 
 
30. Which factors were considered before the vision was formulated?  
 If you don’t know, please mark here and then move on to question number 33  
    
 Political factors 
 Economical factors   
 Social/cultural factors   
 Technological factors   
 Industry analysis, competitors  
 Marketing research   
 Company image   
 The products   
 Relationships   
 Organisational structure   
 The culture, values and norms  
 The purpose   
 The mission 
 Core competences 
 The present strategy 
 
Interests from:   
 Customer(s)  
 Competitor(s)  
 Suppliers  
 Stockholders  
 Other investors  
 Trade unions  
 The community   
 Other ……………………………………     
 Other ……………………………………
 
31. Which factors were considered after the vision was formulated?  
 If you don’t know, please mark here and then move on to question number 33 
    
 Political factors 
 Economical factors   
 Social/cultural factors   
 Technological factors   
 Industry analysis, competitors  
 Marketing research   
 Company image   
 The products   
 Relationships   
 Organisational structure   
 The culture, values and norms  
 The purpose   
 The mission 
 Core competences 
 The present strategy 
 
Interests from:   
 Customer(s)  
 Competitor(s)  
 Suppliers  
 Stockholders  
 Other investors  
 Trade unions  
 The community   
 Other …………………………………. 
 Other ………………………………….     
 
32. Do you think the vision is strongly based on intuition   Strongly disagree      Strongly agree  
 
33. Where was the vision developed?   Don’t know   
 In a conference   
 External workshop   
 Internal workshop  
 In the board room 
 Other (please specify) …………………………………………………………. 
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34. Was the vision developed by:  
 Single person 
 Small group 
 Wider involvement,  
 Other (please specify) …………………………………………………………. 
 Don’t know  
 
35. Who was involved in the process of developing the vision?  I don’t know who developed the vision  
 
Internals  
The CEO         Yes  To some degree  No     
The Board         Yes  To some degree  No  
Top Management       Yes  To some degree  No   
 Do not apply here 
Middle management  Yes  To some degree  No 
 Do not apply here 
Lower Management   Yes  To some degree  No 
 Do not apply here  
Other staff         Yes  To some degree  No  
Externals 
Consultants    Yes  To some degree  No  
Customer(s)    Yes  To some degree  No  
Competitor(s)    Yes  To some degree  No  
Suppliers    Yes  To some degree  No 
Stockholders    Yes  To some degree  No  
Other investors  Yes  To some degree  No  
Trade unions    Yes  To some degree  No
 
Other (please specify) ……………………………  Yes  To some degree  No  
Other (please specify) ……………………………  Yes  To some degree  No  
 
36. Who had responsibility for the process? (Please tick more than one if responsibility was shared)      
  I don’t know who was responsible 
 
Internals  
 The CEO   
 The Board  
 Top Management  
 Middle management  
 Lower Management  
 Other staff   
 Other (please specify)…………………  
  
Externals 
 Consultants   
 Customer(s)   
 Competitor(s)  
 Suppliers   
 Stockholders   
 Other investors  
 Trade unions   
 Other (please specify) ………………
  
37. Was a facilitator involved in the process?   Yes, an external  Yes, an internal  No  Don’t know  
 
38. If there was a facilitator(s); did he or she have a background in:     Don’t know 
 Human science   Strategic management  Technology   Economics  Other (please specify) 
………………………………………………… 
 
39. Your involvement in the development of the vision?      No involvement       Deep involvement 
 
40. Why did your company develop a vision (long term goal, strategic direction)? 
Please distribute 100 points to the following factors accordingly.     Don’t know 
 
……. Increase performance      
……. Motivate staff  
……. Strategic thinking          
……. Lift perspective  
……. Thinking and focus on long-term 
……. Appearance to externals  
 
……. Create a common identity                    
……. Set a direction                        
……. Increase flexibility                    
……. Other (please specify) ………………… 
……. Other (please specify) ………………… 
……. Other (please specify) …………
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41.  Please mark the alternative that you think best describes your company and the vision.  
                                                                           Not at all                     Very much 
 How well does the vision guide strategy?                         
 To what extent is the vision future oriented?                         
 How likely is the vision to lead to a better future for the company?                         
 To what extent does it fit with the company’s history, values and culture?                         
 To what extent does it set standards of excellence and reflect high ideals?                         
 To what extent does it clarify the company’s purpose?                         
 To what extent does it clarify direction?                         
 To what extent is it likely to inspire enthusiasm and encourage commitment?                         
 To what extent does it reflect the uniqueness of the organisation, its distinctive 
competence and what it stands for?                                           
 Is it easy to communicate (clear and simple)?                         
 How well do you feel the company’s vision fits the business environment?                         
 How well are the performance measures in line with the vision?                         
 How well is the personnel rewording system in line with the vision?                         
 How well is the organisation’s structure in line with the vision?                         
 How well are the organisation’s operating policies or processes in line with the 
vision?                         
 How well are the organisation’s values consistent with the vision?                         
 To what extent does the organisation have the appropriate skills for reaching 
the vision?                         
  How well do you feel the vision has been implemented?                          
                              Highly negative        Highly positive   
 How would you say that the vision has influenced your company’s profits?                          
 How would you say that the vision has influenced your company’s sales?                         
 
42.  How well do you think each party shares the vision?  
The CEO  Not at all       Very much 
The Board  Not at all       Very much 
Top Management  Not at all       Very much         Does not apply here 
Middle management Not at all       Very much         Does not apply here 
Lower Management Not at all       Very much   Does not apply here  
Other staff  Not at all       Very much 
Part 3 - Final questions 
43. How long have you been with the company?………… 
 
44. What is your position in the company?………………………………….. 
 
45. How long have you had this position? ………….. 
 
46. How many employees are working for the company? …………. 
 
47. How old is the firm?………. 
 
48. What products or services does your company offer to the market? 
 Durable consumer-goods manufacturing 
 Non-durable consumer-goods manufacturing 
 Heavy or capital goods manufacturing 
 Other manufacturing 
 Research and development  
 Retailing of wholesaling  
 Leisure 
 Financial services 
 Other services 
 Utilities 
 Other (please specify)……… 
………………………………….
ACADEMIC INVESTIGATION: VISION AND LONG TERM GOALS Copyright: Thomas Eriksson, 2002 
 
 8 
49. Is the company a:  Parent  
 Subsidiary  
 Independent 
  
50. How would you describe the ownership of the company?  
 Personally owned and operated 
 Personally owned but not operated 
 Wide ownership – professionally operated 
 Partnership owned and operated 
 Other (please specify) ……………….. 
……………………………………………
 
51. Please fill in the firm’s financial figures. 
Annual Sales …………. 
Return on Sales …………. 
Return on Assets …………. 
Percentage annual change in Sales …………. 
Percentage annual change in Profits ………….
 
52. What do you think of the questionnaire? 
Relevant questions    Yes  Somewhat   No 
Too many questions    Yes  Somewhat   No 
Some question areas were missing   Yes  Somewhat   No 
The questions were easy to understand   Yes  Somewhat   No 
It was simple to fill in the answers   Yes  Somewhat   No 
It was rewarding to answer the questionnaire  Yes  Somewhat   No 
 
53. How long did it take to answer the questionnaire? ………. minutes. 
 
54. If you have any comments about the questionnaire please write them bellow. 
………………………………………………………………………………….. 
………………………………………………………………………………….. 
………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
55. Would your company volunteer for a brief interview on this topic?         Yes   No
  
56. Do you want a summary report of the findings of this study?                Yes   No 
 
57. If yes to any of the two questions above, please write down a contact name, address, e-mail and 
telephone number bellow. 
………………………………………………………………………………….. 
………………………………………………………………………………….. 
………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me by e-mail or telephone. 
E-mail: te1@st-and.ac.uk  or erikssontom@spray.se 
Tel: 01334 – 462820 (office hours) 
 
Thank you very much for taking the time to complete the questionnaire! 
Please send back the questionnaire in the pre-paid envelope! 
 
Thomas Eriksson 
Department of Management 
St.Katherine’s West 
The Scores 
St.Andrews 
Fife 
KY169AL 
 
    
